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rue, a snare = = 
= this bill violates the Constitution, you have vio- | vail and rule the Government, in spite of every | then what? It brings up a question that is not 
rand lated it every day. I care not whether this com- |} scheme that may be gotten up. ; to be avoided. I dislike to say a single word on 
tle. pany be a corporation or not; they get no money But, sir, the reason, and the only reason, why — the subject, and would not do it but, from imper- 
ns of unless they complete the line, and that is what l 1 I vote against this bill, is this: first, the interest ative necessity. It brings up this question: the 
| pit. want to see. You are using corporations every || which the United States, as a Government, have prospect of the enterprise will either justify the 
yosed day to transport your mails. This is for the pur- in a communication between the shores of the investment of private capital or it will not. Ifit 
tom se of wansporting intelligence, [sit a violation | Atlantic, on the east and west side, does not jus- | will justify the investment of private capital, they 
= die of the Constitution to send a message from here || tify an expenditure of $50,000 or $70,000 a year; | do not need the aid of this Government. if it will 
aad. tosyour Minister in England? Is it a violation | second, the interest which the commercial com- | not justify the investment of private capital, we, 
form- of the ¢ onstituvion to receive a message from your munity may have in it 18 a matter with which asa body of sixty-two senators, notten ot whom 
Hl not Minister there? If so, you have been violating || the Government has nothing todo, Whether it | know a single thing about the whole subject ex- 
) that ihe Constitution for a long time, and at a eer | will prove to the advantage of the cotton interest cept that the proposition is to take money away 
wiles greater price thanthe cost now proposed. 1 shall || or not is no subject for me to consider; but when || from us—if the Argus eyes of money, of capital, 
aie not go into this subject, for I do not wish to delay || gentlemen say that it will inure to the benefit of || of schemers and plotters who wield the control 
alia the Senate, and I trust we shall get a vote. | the cotton-growing interest, Lam astonished atit. | of capital, will not invest it, ought we to be ex- 
an. _ Mr. RU rLER. Mr. President, I am far from || If communication from the great cotton market || pected to do so? ; 
so. being well; but this is a measure that has aston- || be tardy, the buyer and the producer are both Again, we are expected to pay $70,000 a year 
ree ished me; and I certainly feel indebted to the || placed upon the same foundation. If the commu- || to this company. Now, I ask the Senators pres- 
eee clarion notes of some of the sentinels who have || nication from the great cotton market be speedy, || ent this simple question: will the use of that tel- 
i cried aloud on this subject, especially to my friend || the buyer and the producer are both placed on the egraph be worth $70,000 to this Government? If 
salle te from Ohio, and my friend from Georgia. I ven- || same foundation. _You may make this telegraph | it will not, you are violating your duty. Af it 
‘Hien ture to Say, sir, that there is not a proposition in || or bring information by steamers, or you may | will, then, I ask, will not the Argus eyes of cap- 
wg the amplitude of its extravagance, that has ap- || blot out steamers, telegraph, and all, and bring it |! italists seize hold of this measure as an invest- 
— proached it since I have been here. | by common sailing vessels, and still the grower, | ment, and®say: ‘* We choose rather to make more 
trom ' | have a right to ask to whom belongs the || the producer, and the speculator wili stand the | than $70,000 out of you, the United States, and 
a_i Treasury of this Confederacy? I know who con- || same chances of success. It is idle to say that || we intend to make the telegraph, and make you 
~~ tributes to it, but I should like to know to whom || this will inure to the benefit of the producer or |! pay for it what we please; we will make you pay 
: — belongs? I will tell you to whom it belongs. || the grower of cotton, or any other of the pro- | more than $70,000?” I say, that if they did not 
— lt belongs to a combination of stock-jobbers, || ductions that we supply to the markets of the || know, and were not well assured of the fact, that 
. yon skillful, importunate, dangerous, invading specu- || world. the use of this telegraph to the United States, as 
1 age lators. | IT hold, sir, that this Government ought never, || a Government, was not equal to the $70,000, 
snqttand Sir, this Government is dependent notat all on || however specious the ground, however plausible || and if they believed they could make more than 
oe any of the principles which are prescribed by the || the pretense, however disguised may be the argu- || $70,000 out of it, they” would never come and 
fe Constitution. It depends not even on the discre- || ments advanced by such as the honorabl » Senator make this proposition to us. It is alla scheme 
a tion of ee It does not depend on the dictates || from Louisiana, to step beyond the line of bound- |) and a system to take money out of the United 
ao. of wisdom. It depends on the temptations of in- || ary that cireumscribes this Government asa Gov- || States Treasury, and put it into the pockets of 
spt terest; and when interest puts its hand into the || ernment. Whereis our righttoengageinanything | individual speculators. 
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Treasury, [ rather think it may be as Clive said | 


when he was ealled toaccount after he had come 
from the East Indies—he was astonished at his 
moderation. He had filled his casket with money 
from the jewels, and he said he was astonished at 
his moderation! I have no doubt these interests 
will say they are astonished at their moderation. 
The best condition of things for this Government 
would be to have no money in the Treasury. I 
know to whom it belongs. Ask to increase the pay 
of an officer of the Army, who gets a thousgnd or 
fifteen hundred dollars, and you will hear it dis- 
puted. Let there be a proposition to give three 


millions, or five millions, or ten millions toa cor- | 


poration, and you will find a concentrated effort, 
and more than that, you will find all the sanc- 
tions of skill and intelligence invading the Treas- 
ury of the United States. This is to be at the 


expense of my section of the country. Whether | 
we are a united people or not, we aré arming | 


others to make war upon us. 
stand here patiently under it. 

fam astonished at this movement. 
we to give this amount to a foreign corporation? 


I am not going to 


England is always at war; and if we are to join | 


her in this telegraph, I suppose we must join her 
in fighting, to protect our interest in it. [tis not 
likely that we can oppose this measure success- 
fully; butif gentlemen would only postpone it for 
one year, if they would give us an opportunity 
to have the instructions of time, I might assent 
to it; but they will not do that. I have entered 
my protest against it. I am not very well, and 
I do not intend to go further into the argument. 
Mr.GREEN. 1| simply desire to say that I 
Sec no reason why those who oppose this meas- 
use should be called opposers of improvement, of 
iscovery, of invention. I have never yet seen 
the man who denounced Mr. Morse as a mere 
speculator. While honorable Senators refer to 
the first establishment of the line between the city 
of Washington and the city of Baltimore as a rea- 
son why we ought to engage in this project, and 
while t ey have said that was called a humbug, 
have never yet seen the man who said so. 
Where ig. he? , 
Mr. RUSK. 


gress. 


Mr.GREEN. Heis always at a far distance. 


He was here on the floor of Con- 


56 


Wh y are | 


outside of the United States? 
terest as a means of communication with our 
| diplomats in foreign parts requires us to do this, 
we havearightto doit. But does the Senator from 
Louisiana say—-I dare lim to answer the ques- 
tion—that it is for the benefit the Government will 
derive from it that it is desired? Not a single 
honorable Senator dare answer this question. If 
you cannot answer this question, I dare you to 
answer a second: What right have you as a Gov- 
ernment to establish a means of communication 
| for commerce, for agriculiure, or for anything 
'else? We have aright to protect ourselves. I 
care not what the meansare, or what the cost may 
be, it is our duty; it rests upon us in an impera- 
tive sense, and we will discharge it. But as a 
| Government it is also our duty to let the people 
| alone, to let Wall street alone, to let the commerce 
of the country alone, to let agriculture alone; for, 
in my opinion, the doctrine of the immortal Jeffer- 
| son to this day stands unimpeached, to wit: 
\| ** Agriculture, commegce, manufactures are all 
most prosperous when left most free to the com- 
petition of individual efiterprise. The Govern- 
ment draws its revenue from all the people; it 
distributes it to few. As you increase the pur- 
poses to which that revenue is to be distributed, 
you multiply and increase the chances of favor- 


T admit, if our in- 


over the many.”’ 
The Senator from Louisiana also says that the 
\| telegraph is worthy of being established, and that 


it 
| 


|| these individuals desire no aid from the Govern- 
| ment in establishing it. So be it. If they do 





j 

| 

| tor in this body, to say, **I bid you God speed; 
| go on, and make your telegraph.” If they ask 
| nothing from this Government, why is it that 
' 


they are before the Senate? Why is it that they 
were vefore the House of Representatives? ae 
must expect something, or else they would as 
|nothing. What is it they want? If they want 
no money—if they want a privilege, they ought 
to know that the Atlantic ocean belongs to the 
| world and not to the United States, and that we 
|| have no right to grant them the privilege to lay 
ila telegraph wire across thatocean. If it obstruct 


li commerce, it will be broken—it will be torn up. | 


itism, and undue advantage being given to the few } 


not, I am perfectly willing, and so is every Sena- | 


Mr. THOMPSON, of Kentucky. May I ask 
my friend from Missouri one question? 

Mr. GREEN. With the utmost pleasure. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Kentucky. Have you 
ever been able to find out whether this is a cor- 
poration, or not a corporation, or the name of 
one solitary man that is interested init? I cannot 
ascertain one man that has stock or is interested 


| im it. 


i) —Peter Cooper. 


/of corporation. 


Mr. BENJAMIN. I will answer the question 
on that subject. The principal stockholders are 
George Peabody and Peter Cooper, of New York. 

Mr. BRODHEAD. Peter Cooper is the pres- 
ident of the company, and as honest a man as 
there is in America. 

Mr. GREEN. Are they incorporated? Is it 
a body-politic? Is there any responsibility rest- 
ing upon them as men? No one can answer. I| 
beg my honorable friends from Louisiana and 
Pennsylvania to tell me whether Mr. Peabody is 
answerable, in one single dollar, for any promise 
or obligation in this whole enterprise ? 

Mr. BRODHEAD. I have taken no part in 
this debate, but I will say to the Senator from 
Missouri that | know the president of this com- 
He is the largest stock- 
1older in it, and it is under his auspices. He is 


| the president of the company; and he is as high- 


minded avd honest a man ag there is in America. 
He has invested large sums of money in it. 

Mr. GREEN. How much? 

Mr. BRODHEAD. I do not know the exact 
amount, but it is very large. 

Mr.GREEN. When was the charter granted ? 

Mr. BRODHEAD. I do not know when it 
was granted; but he is the president of the com- 
pany. 

Mr. GREEN. It is a floating, unsettled kind 
Mr. Peter Cooper? Well, I 
love coopers. They hoop up and contract things 
within proper limits and make them all right. 
Mr. Peter Cooper, the friend of the honorable 


| Senator from Pennsylvania, is a corporator. J 
| have not a word to say against Peter Cooper nor 


: i! If it does not obstruct commerce, they do not need |! 
iehee, discovery, common sense, will ever pre- || oar consent to put itdown. Iftheydo wantmoney, i! out the illustration by stating it as though I did 


any other of the Cooper family; but i have this 
to say: is Mr. Cooper responsible to this Gov- 
ernment for anything, whether he succeeds or 
does ngp succes ae Nota single dollar. Now, I 


should like—no, [ would not like, but I will carry 
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‘ . . . 
like—to get up a scheme in which I, &sa Mr. || 
Coower, sh have the privilege of drawing 
} ' ) y from the Uni i States on 
co ton t I succeed; if I fail, | e Sam 
i fi i oof si pocks it 

RUSK W ould the Senat rin ta dol- 
nrolect? 


*+REEN. 


Ifthe United States will guaranty 
i 


rofit of seven ner cent., lI my friend from 

'T V il | nd ‘ Mey : “t ‘ 
‘ . ] Ve ldo it | iter.) Why f | cau 
si itl | ret my i per ¢ t.,and I only p 
six; and if it eeds | make more than seven 
P ‘ent. 

What does this Govern nt want with th 
line of telegraph? I speak of t 


not of individuals. I know 
know the commerce of t] , 
of that city; Lwould not abate one jot or tttle 
her grandeur, from her exc I 
and her influence; but shall we establish a tele- 
graph for the benefitof New York? By nomeans 
We have done what, more than six years ago, in 


t other wing f the Capit l,i said we wrong, 


int { f the Government v pre made known 
ti h 3 thlic channel of ¢ hmunication. It 

Lo Lali 
tn to Mr. Dallas certain information about 
Ww you want done? You dare hot trust it to 


‘ 


. ' < ’ , ce. ! 
thi le OF COMmuUNication, Doth ends of waich 


t the hands of the enemy. Do you desire 
a 8 r. Wie J i ae 

nmunicate to Mr. Belmont something with 
reference to the Netherlands? You dare nottrust 


: : 
iongs to the puoi 


rt » this instrument that b 

{why? Some undue advantag may be gained 
by which all secrecy is lost and destroyed, and 
the United States lose the benefit of their privacy, 
which is so desirable in such matters. 

Sir, Missouri needs mails; Illinois needs mails; 
the western States need mails. They havea right 
to exp ct of tl} I 





s Government that mail facilities 


shall be extended to them, because there 1s a pos- | 
tlive constitutional power to do so; but while 
mi y 1s taken outof the Treasury for this wild, 
scheming, stock-jobbing concern, without refer- 
ence to the execution of any power under the 


Federal Constitution, our mail facilities must be 
forever denied. The cry is, the Post Office De- 
partment cannot sustain itself; the ery is, that 
there is too much drain on the Treasury; and yet 
these schemes spring up here, and we are called 
upon to contribute to them. 

[ intend to defeat this measure by any and every 


honorable means. of defense. I place my oppo- || 


sition to it on the ground, first, that the Govern- 
ment does not need it; second, if the Government 


did need it, its use would not justify the expendi- | 


ture; third, as a commercial means, as a means 
to communicate commercial information, you have 
not the power; and that is the whole ground on 
which the honorable Senator from Louisiana 
placed it, and I dare any other Senator to put it on 
any otherground. They cannot do it. When they 
pul it on that ground they concede that this Gov- 


ernment, as a Government, has no right to con- | 
tribute a single dollar to this scheme. I leave the 


subject. 

Mr. BUTLER. I move that the Senate do 
now adjourn. 

The question being taken, on a division there 
were—ayes 13, noes 18; no quorum voting. 

Mr. SEWARD. I call for the yeas and nays 
on the motion. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 


Mr. BENJAMIN, I ask for a division again 
on the motion toadjourn. ‘There are other Sen- | 
ators in the lobby, 


; 
i it it. Do you desire to com- 


~ Bebruary 25, 


_ gee 








| The motion was not agreed to; there being, on 
division—ayes 15, noes 23. | a division—ayes 10, noes 23. 
So the Senate refuséd to adjourn. The motion of Mr. Hunter was agreed to. 
The PRESIDENT protempore. The question || and the Senate proceeded, as in Committee oj 
is on the ameniiment of the Senator from Geor- the Whole, to consider the bill (H R. No. 566) 


The question being taken, there were, on a 





gia, {Mr. Ivenson.] reducing the duty on imports, and for other pur- 
Mr. REID stated that Mr. Sesastian had |, poses, 

paired off Mr. HUNTER. I now move that the Senate 
The question being taken by yeas and nays, | adjourn. 

i an - Yr ° . 

resulted—yeas 18, nays 22; as follows: rhe motion was agreed to; and the Senate ad- 
YrRAs—) rs. Allen, Biggs, Butler, Clay. Crittenden, journed. 

Eva ri , Fuzpatrick, Geyer, Green, Hunter, Iverson, : — ” 

uM Pugh, Reid, Slidell, Thom; f Kentueky, and } Ten , 7 PO NT 7 

— i >t i, Thompson of Kentucky, anc HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
VAY: vard, Be Prodhead, Brow: Or “= 
VAY rs. Bayard, Benj nes See | Wepnespay, February 25, 1857. 

c Douglas, Durkee, Fes 1, Fish, Poot, Foster : 

Gwin, Harlan, James, Nourse, Pratt, Rusk, Seward, Stuart, | The House met at eleven o’clock, a. m. Prayer 


Thomson of New Jersey, Wade, and Wilson—22. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. -'The question 

is on concurring in the amendments of the House 


of Representatives. 
i 


| by the Chaplain, Rev. Danren Waxpo. 
Mr. WASHBURNE, of Illinois. I move that 
there be a call of the House; and on that motion 
| call for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. PUGH. I ask that the amendments be | Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Can that motion 
afi rte be natal sia ; ' be entertained during the pendency of a motion 


; ° | to suspend all the rules? 
Mr PENTAN AT nD 1s re Se a 1 ~ if i . 
Mr. | oo AMIN. oes ee nator ovject to | Mr. ORR. I suppose it is only when no 


, 
any ol tne ouse amendments’: 


quorum Is present that a call of the House can be 


Mr. PUGH. 1 shall move to amend one of | jad before the reading of the Journal. 
them. and one of them I do not understand, un- 6 ee AT Eo Ore eee Ee 
less 1 can see it in connection with the bill pe Ret egupann tip een present, 
ao : : ) Saaeethe de oes T : : and ascertained there was a quorum. 
ie PRES ‘ reo te Yr > s } , ‘ ~ 7 7) . ‘ 
Phe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question |) ta.) WASHBURNE, of Illinois. I withdraw 


is on the first amendment of the House, which is, || 6 notion that there be a call of the House. 







p 2, tine twenty-six, to strike the words my T 4 FF: dali iatiiacas oh caeay ‘ 
page 2, line twenty » to strike ao nee rds, The Journal of yesterday was then read and 
ss ' y t fey “<3 Pany . ~< + > - 7 

ap riod of fifty years,’’ and insert, ‘‘ all time,”’ | approved. 


so that the clause will read: aa J ; 
The SPEAKER stated the question pending to 





P led ther, That the United States, and the citizens ’ . . cy . . 
i f 7 t ' : aaa bed . : . 
. . ; : ne mot ) *, WASHBURNE limos 
thereof, shall enjoy the use of the said telegraph commu- | be on the nd 100 f Mr .W ASHI RNE, of Li is, 
nication for all time, &c. to suspend the rules for the pu poSe oi introdcducing 


| C 
1m | the following resolution: 
rhe amendment was concurred in. || the following resolution: 











Tn NP PQINDPAN , | Resolved, That the Committee of the Whole on the : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The second |! of the Union be discharged from the farther consideration ¢ 
amendment of the House of Representatives is to the billoft iiouse (No. 295) to cor ue the improy 

' ‘ oh ae a a 1 Sees ee ee the C'a i” river. North Carolina. and that the H 

strike out the words *‘ in the,’’ and insert: of the Cape Pear river, North Carolina, and that the | 

— : . 7 r proceed to its consideration, and that when so under 
_Reeognizing equality of rights among the citizens of the sideration it shall be in order to submit en amend 
United States in the use of said submarine communication, || thereto. embracing similar provisions for v us other river 
and the lines of telegraph which may at any time connect and harbors. 
with the same at this terminus on the coast of Newfound 


land, and in any3 Mr. LETCHER. I rise toa question of order 
| in connection with that resolution. I ask the 


so that the clause will read: Clerk to read the 55th rul 
wii Rn eat C8 DILL PUI, 


Provided further, That the United States, and the citizens 





thereof, shall enjoy the use of the said submarine commu- | The Clerk read the rule, as follows: 
nication for all time, on the same terms and conditions * No motion or proposition on a subject different m 
W i shall be stipulated in favor of the Government of || that under consideration, shall be admitted und »} 
Great Britain recognizing equality of rights among the cit- || amendmeut.’ No bill or resolution shall, at a Th) 
izens of the use, &c., in any contract. }} amended by annexing thereto, or incorporat er 

The amendment was concurred tn. || any other bill or resolution pending before the 





Mr. LETCHER. Now read the 136th rule, 
and I will then state my point. 
The Clerk read the rule. as follows: 


The third and lastamendment of the House of 
Representatives was to add at the end of the bill 
he following proviso: 
the f 


** No standing rule or order of the louse shall ber 


And provided further, Thi shall be in the power of Linh ! 
: fee rther, That it hall See or chaliged without one day’s notice being given of the 
Congress aiter ten years to terminate said contract, upon | Pay oe : Da 
giving one year’s notice to ¢ 1€@ parties to such contract acne > pict li dben plas ype Sota srry i pate des gt : 
ovens ; “T we yak ae ae 1} vote of at least two thirds of the members present; nor 
? 3 9 : ees ; 
Mr. PUGH. I move tostrike out ** ten years,’’ |! shall the order of business, as established by the rules, b 


and insert *‘ five years.”? This is an experiment, || Postponed or changed, except by & vote of at least two thi 
oie . © j é ol the memoders present. Nhe House may, at any time, 
and that will give them money enough. I ask 





; ; : || a vote of a majority of the members present, suspend th 
for the yeas and nays on the amendment. ii rules and orders for the purpose of going into! Cc 
The yeas and nays were ordered; and being || mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
ad 7 - + — | ale . ; . or the discharce frthet itree of the 
taken, resulted—ye as 19, nays 20; as follows: j also tor providing forthe d charge of the Committee 
- || Wiole House on the state of thea, Union from the further 


YEAS—Messrs. Ailen, Biggs, Bright, Brown, PButier, 
vot Crit on ape Se nals rae ao | debate on all amendments pending and (hat may be oflered 
ter, [versoi, Mason, Pugh, Reid, Siidell, Thompson of Ken- = : on eng ; 
tucky, and Toombs—19. ° | Mr. LE CHE! ° My point of order is th S: 

NAYS—Messrs. Bayard, Benjamin, Brodhead, Collamer, || That resolution provides, as I understand it, for 
Durkee, Fessenden, Fish, “oot, Foster, Gwin, Harlan, taking up the Cape Fear bill, with authority to 
James, Nourse, Pratt, Rusk, Seward, Stuart, Thomson of - . , : 1 

annex to that bill all other river and harbor bills 


New Jersey, Wade, and Wilson—20, The 55t) i ‘3 rg 
. » 55th rule, as rs rohibits that 
So the amendment to the amendment was 0 ee nt eee ae 


|| consideration of any bill referred toit, after acting wil 


seated || course of proceeding, and the 136th rule prohibits 

,. 1 >» > i . . ° ! ? 

Je | the alteration of any rule without one days 
I'he amendment of the House of Representa- || potice. 

tives was concurred in. TheSPEAKER. The proposition of the get- 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. tleman from Illinois is to suspend the 55th rule, 
A message from the House of Representatives, || and the 136th rule, and all the rules which con 
by Mr. Cutxom, their Clerk, announced that the || #¢t win his proposition. His motion is to sus 
Speaker had signed the enrolled bill entitled an ] pend the operation of those rules. a 
act to authorize the people of the Territory of Mr. LETCHER. Can the gentleman move to 
Minnesota to form a constitution and State gov- change the rules so as to make that in order whicd 
ernment preparatory to their admissign into the would not be D order = under the 55th rue 
Union on an equal footing with the original aetna tae 
States; which thereupon received the signature be SE LAALN,. A the fouse shall suspe" 
of the President pro tempore. the operation of the 55th rule, it will not opera’ 
s on this question. There isa distinct proposiiio" 

THE TARIFF BILL. 4 proj 


to suspend the rules. Whether the House wil 
Mr. HUNTER. I move now to postpone all || suspend or not must be determined by the House. 
prior orders, for the purpose of taking up the 


tariff bill. My object is to get it up, and then CASE OF HON. W. A. GILBERT. 








adjourn on it, so that it will have precedence to- Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. I rise toa priv’: 
morrow, leged question. This a is the day appoint 
Mr. STUART. I move that the Senate ad- || for the consideration of the resolutions repor' 

| journ, . by the select committee to investigate the ex!s' 
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of corrupt combinations in this body. I 
desire now to call the attention of the House to 
. resolutions first in order, as reported: those 
‘tive to the Hon. Mr. Gitperr. 
The SPEAKER. The subject being post- 
ved to this day, it is first in order on the call 
ihe gentleman from Maryland. 
Mr. WASHBURNE, of Illinois. Does the 
matter suggested by the gentleman from Mary- 
i take precedence of the motion I submitted 


wenterday ? 

The SPEAKER. The resolutions referred to 
by the gentleman from Maryland involve the 
privileges of the House, and therefore take pre- 
cedence of the gentleman’s motion. 

Mr. CAMPBELL,of Ohio. Will it bein order 
to move that the rules be suspended, and that the 
Ilouse resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole on the state of the Union, with a view to 
take up the general appropriation bills? 

The SPEAKER. 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. 
ing of the resolutions. 

Che resolutions were read, as follows: 

1, Resolved, That WiiitamM A. GILBERT, a member of 
this House from New York, did agree with F. F. C. Trip- 
jett to procure the passage of a resolution or bill through the 
| ut Congress, for the purchase by Congress of certain 
‘ of the book of the said Triplett on the pension and 
y land laws, in consideration that the said Triplett 
should allow him to receive a certain sum of money out of 
the appropriation for the purchase of the book. 

2. Resolved, That Wititiam A. GILBERT did cast his vote 
on the Iowa land bill, depending heretofore before this 
Congress, for a corrupt consideration, consisting of seven 
square niles of land and some stock given or to be given to 
him 

. Resolved, That WiLttiam A, GILBERT, a member of 
this House from New York, be forthwith expelled from this 


4 


~ount 


Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. Leave was given 
to the honorable gentleman from New York, 
whose name is mentioned in these resolutions, to 
submit a written defense to this House. If such 
has been filed [ now call for the reading of it, as 
this is the appropriate point in the proceedings 
for hearing it. 

The SPEAKER. 


the Chair. 





It has not been received by 


t is notin order at this time. | 
I call for the read- | 


Mr. BENNETT, of New York. Before this | 


subject is brought to the notice of the House, I 
have a preliminary matter which I deem im- 
portant, and which I desire, asa matter of justice 
to the accused, to have the action of the House 
upon. There are certain parts, so I am informed 
and believe, of the evidence of this man Sweeney, 
the principal witness in this case, which has not 
been published in the evidence; and it is that part 
of the evidence which goes to show, as I think, 
against the witness himself, and which I deem 
material. There is also certain evidence or state- 
ments made by the witness Simonton, pointing 
to this witness Sweeney, and suggesting the pre- 


oS 


cise questions to be put to him, showing concert 


and understanding between the witnesses, which | 
is not ‘y vopoenipt and which [ also deem material. | 


Now, | do not want all this evidence printed over, 
but only that which has been omitted, and 
omitted at the suggestion of this witness himself, 
with a reference to the place where it should come 
in in the printed report. 
be done before we proceed to the discussion of 


this question, and before we say anything about | 


it. Itis alleged that part of this evidence is quite 
material, ont it is certainly a remarkable hing 
that when ex parte testimony is taken, the witness 
should be permitted to dress itup. If my request 
is objected to, I have a petition and resolution to 
offer, providing that the omitted testimony shall 
be printed, if any has been omitted. The res- 
oluuon does not show what the testimony is, 
and I will not be precise as to what it is; 


ut I | 
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mean as evidence, and leave 


Mr. BENNETT, of New York. If the gen- 
tleman will allow me, I will state what I under- 
stand it is. 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland.. I object toa mere 
statement of what the gentleman understands. 

Mr. BENNETT, of New York. I do notsay 
that there is evidence not published which bears 
against this man or in favor of him, but I say that 
the answers of this witness to questions pro- 
pounded to him, ar the witness himself, 
and would affect his credit with any honest man. 


aca 
i ? 


inst 


There were questions put to this witness, and his | 


reply to them was to this effect: ** Gentlemen, do 
not ask me such questions. Not that I am un- 
willine to answer anything, but if you do, you 
will break down my evidence, and you will not 
make these proceedings available against the ac- 


cused.’’? I do not pretend to give the language, 


but I charge in my place that there are such an- | 


swers as that, showing that he was not reluctant, 
but determined to condemn this man, and toswear 
to just enough to condemn him, and no more. 
Do the committee seek to have this covered up? 
Are they afraid to have this witness stand here 
as the testimony places him on the ex parte exam- 
ination? I trust not. I hope every member of 


this House will insist upon having the whole | 


testimony of that witness—every question and 
every answer—and every question which he re- 
fused toanswer. It will not consume much time, 
as it is short—but a few pages at best. It is re- 
markable that the witness should strike out his 
own testimony, and in some instances strike out 
such parts of his answers as he Said he did not 
other parts to stand 
as sworn testimony, in order to make the witness 
appear respectable before the House. I protest 
against it; and the sense of justice of every mem- 
ber will rebel against itt. And the committee 
should be the first to say that such evidence should 
be produced, if any member upon this floor de- 
clares that he dcemsit material. ‘Thatis all Lask. 

Mr. WARNER. I desire,as a member of the 
select committee, to ask the gentleman from New 
York upon what authority he makes’ his state- 


| ment? 


Mr. BENNETT, of New York. I decline to 
answer that question; but I will tell the gentle- 
man that, if he will ¢ he printing ofi 
can see for himself whgt is stricken out from the 
original papers. There is no secrecy in a print- 
ing office, that I knowof. Atany rate, it has not 
been observed in this instance. And I say to that 
gentleman, as ‘one of the members of the com- 
mittee, that it is but justice to himself that we 
should have all the proof. And Tallude toa fact, 
thatthe gentleman from Georgia, as a member of 
that committee, said to one witness that he oucht 
to answer a question because it was due to other 
Now, 
as the record stands, no witness had testified con- 
cerning the matter inquired about at that time. 
It is due to the gentleman himself, in view of this 
fact, that all the evidence should be produced. I 
ask the consent of every member of this House 
to have that evidence. If there is any testimony 


rt th 


the ice, he 


witnesses in order to corroborate them. 


| Which has not been printed, even if the commit- 


I ask that this may || 


tee deemed it not material—and we have the right 
to judge of that as well as they—I ask that it may 
be printed, and, with the other testimony and 


ra placed in the possession of the House, 
vefore anything else be done in the matter. It | 
| will not require half a day to do it. 


make the statement to show why Lask this. The || 


resolution, in effect, is, that if any part of the tes- 


umony of Sweeney and Simonton has been | 


omitted, for any reason, it shall be printed, with 
& reference to the point of the printed testimony 
where it should be inserted. 

ve LETCHER. Let us hear the resolution 
read, 

Mr. BENNETT, of New York. I do not 
Suppose that any gentleman will object. 

Mr. ORR. T object. 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. There is no evi- 
dence which has not been printed, and if gentle- 
men state that there is, they should show what 
itis, and where it is to be found. 


| 


Mr. WARNER. I find that on page 60 of 
the report, the question to which the gentleman 
refers is printed. It is in these words: 


“It is due to other witnesses who have testified before 


us that their testimony should be corroborated, and there- 
fore we ask you the question.”’ 


Mr. H. MARSHALL. I rise in this proceed- | 


ing to know—as I am ata loss to understard— 
whether the motion of the gentleman from New 


| York is based on the idea that we are trying this 
| man’on the record as presented here, or whether he | 


is to have a trial? 


| propose to submit on the full record as taken by 


the committee, or does he propose to have his 
trial before the House? I understood the other 


Does the member implicated | 


' day that this record was only presented as pre- | 
liminary; that the committee presented this testi- | 


mony only as an act on which they based their 


réSolution implicating a member. I want to know | 
whether the motion of the gentleman from New | 
} York {Mr. Benner] comprehends the idea that || combination of members of Congress, which have deen 
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the person implicated is willing.to be put on his 





trial on the record when amplified, or does the 
member intend to have his trial with t! produc- 
tion of the witnesses befor: this tribunal? ‘That 
is what I want to know. 

Mr. BENNETT, of New York. [understand 
that the gentleman from New York [Mr. Gu 
BERT | defires a | tal—that he demay , trial; 
that he regards this as an accusation—as the pre- 
sentment against him in this House—as the first 
presentment of any charge. He expects, ofcourse, 
and I suppose the committee did, that he should 


be tried if he denies the charges and demands a 
trial; and he has a right to demand atrial. What 
I want is, that the ea*parte testimony which was 
ordered to be printed should be made to comprise 
that which has been omitted. 

Mr. H. MARSHALL. I suggest to the gen- 
tleman, that if the party intends to have a trial, 
then 1 do not see any necessity to go into this 
business as to what the committee has had printed 
or what it has not had printed. I suppose the 
witnesses will be brought here, and that we will 
hear the witnesses themselves. If the party is 
going to have a trialon the record, that presents 
a different question. What I waht to know is, 
in what way he intends to be tried ? 

Mr. CRAIGE. Mycolleague [Mr. Cuiweman} 
offered a resolution the other day to the effect that 


‘each of the accused parties should have the priv 


ilege of putting in an answer, and that that answer 
should be printed. It struck me that if they have 
not availed themselves of that privilege, it is now 
too late in the day for the gentleman to make this 
motion to have these proceedings still further 
delayed. Gentlemen around me say that the an- 
swer has been putin. If so, I apprehend that 
the parties have relied on all the faets. I in- 
quire how it is, whether that answer is put in or 
1ot? 

The SPEAKER. 
filed with the Clerk. 
Mr. CRAIGE. 
filed-——- ; 

Mr. NICHOLS. The answer has been made, 
and has been printed, and is in the hands of the 
persons implicated in this matter, to be filed to- 
day. 

Mr. LETCHER. 

Mr. CRAIGE, 


The answer has not been 


Well, if the answer be not 


Have it read, 
If that be the case, then I do 


| not see ‘any reason why the proceedings should 


| desk. 


be delayed for any further answer. Ifthe answer 
be already printed, as | understand from the chair- 
man of the Committee on Printing it is, I call for 
the reading of it. 

The SPEAKER. Itis not filed with the Clerk, 
and the Chair cannot direct its reading. 


Mr. BENNETT, of New York. 


ryt 
These gen- 


| tlemen have availed themselves, or intended to 


avail themselt¢es, of zhe privilege to file an answer. 
I am instructed thaijthey prepared the answers 
Just as soon as they could, and these answers 
are ready now. If any of the testimony of Swee- 
ney, or of the testimony of Simonton, be omitted, 
which should have been printed, I think it but fair 
to have that omission supplied. My resolution 
simply calls for that to be done. I ask that the 
petition of the gentleman from New York {Mr 
GitBerT]} and my resolution be read from the 
They will explain what I mean. 

The following is the petition of Mr. Girnerr: 


To the honorable the House of Representatives of the Uniled 
States: 

GenTLemMeN: The undersigned, a member of this House, 
from ile Siate of New York, respectfully represents that 
certain charges were presented against him in this House 
on the 19th instant, the truth of which he bas denied, and 
upon which he demands atrial. That such charges were 
founded principally, if not wholly, upon the ex parte testi 
mony of one J. R. Sweeney: that your petitioner is informed 
and believes, that in the evidence and proceedings of said 
committee as printed, many statements made by said Swee 
ney on his examination, and a portion of his evidence given 
therein, have been suppressed and omitted by the request 
of said Sweeney, or otherwise ; and also, that statements, 
evidence, or information, of J. W. Simonton, liave also 
been suppressed, tending to show an understanding or con- 
cert of action between said Simonton and Sweeney ; that 
your petitioner is advised that the matter suppr d or 
omitted is material and necessary to his defense, and praya 
that a full and perfect report thereof, verified by the clerk 
of said committee, be ordered to be printed. 

WILLIAM A. GILBERT. 


The resolution offered by Mr. Bennert, of New 
York, was read, as follows: 

Resolved, That al] the proceedings of the committee ap 
pointed to investigate the charge of an alleged corrupt 
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je Se een ot ch tanh Oe tk yeh wy wan re || of corruption, and the witness, Sweeney. I say || before them under oath. T ley can report nothing ‘ 

a4 late | 0 a reference showimg where the same || that it is material to show that fact, for the con- || else. A vast deal of conversation passed in the 
: ino ted ia (he printed proceedings. And alsoin |) nection between Simonton and Sweeney does not || committee-room between the members of the t 
oe : 7 mre i) the waited statements aid evulence |) appear from anything in the testimony. I must || committee themselves, and between the various | 
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4 nce), Mint that fact shell be states et eats eet oe ran suppose, if the witness were to say to the com- || which the committee have been attacked, no gen. { 
tf si oon tir enhaenare. ude, the same to be verted ee || mittee that he answered. the question, and that, |! tlemen would have been readier to point out the 

‘ - z . after answerine it, he made remarks which he did || fact, if statements which were not evidence had . 

z 4 cae SPEAKER, That resolution can only be |) nog suppose would be taken down by the clerk. || been reported, than those gentlemen who are now ] 

; f in orcer ag imstruc uons on tne m eae o aa That would not be very strange. asking that declarations unsworn to, and not eyi- J 

i Nj mit. It is not in Dees AS 8 Repsrate Qucads ™ || Mr. BENNETT, of New York. No, it would || dence, shal! be brought before the House. The 7 

; ; pa Neon With keneres a as . Seni | not, But it is not permissible in any court for || committee can give nothing but what was given 2 
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Be Ol 3 _ Brat? should state fat alter bie examination °F |) part and leaving part in. . [t raises a suspicion || given under the sanction of the oath, and so re- 

{ that witn ss had been concluded the comini ‘ee || of unfairness. Each member here has a right i] ported by the committee, and that is the only g 

1 tow | inquired of Simonton as to any information which |! ¢ have the whole of the evidence, material or im- || testimony they can give. : 

1 he had that would point the committee to cir- || material. If the witness inadvertently dropped || With reference to the other suggestion, it is the : 
she cumstances or. to the names of witnesses. He de- || come words that showed that, instead of being || legal course fora witness who has given evidence ' 
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tea submit that that is not testimony which affects || J is to affect the credibility of the witness. I || the ordinary style of writing, but by a stenogra- 7 

4 Bok the merits of this case at all, It was merely the |) want to do this, and nothing else. [t may have || pher All the conversation which passed waa 7 

1. surmises of Mr. Simonton as to who me and | been passed over by the committee as not being || taken down, and it had to be rewritten in order Ps 

; ; , who might not, prove to be Witnesses. 20 miue’ |! proof material to the question. I do not pretend || that the witness might be able to identify what : 
ri t for the te mraony of Simonton, and that branch || that it is material to any fact stated about Mr. |} was, and what was not, his actual statement, é 

is of the mater. ; — | Guperr; but I do say that it is material so faras || What the committee has reported is what they a 

cS i With ReTptence 50 ( mo charge that there Nas peen || the witness is concerned. That is the reason I |! understand to be the statement of witnesses in a 

eth ae | a suppression, upon the part = the committee, || make my motion. I make the statement frankly. || reply toquestions pattothem, and answered under 3 
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i i such as the committee deemed wholly immaterial, || can touch any fact going to implicate the parties || stands and states it, a motion to recommit the I 
} eet whether In reference to the matters of re || accused, or that can bear on the fairness of the || report relating to the gendeman from New York, é 
tae WON, before them, or With felerence to te char- |) evidence, has been suppressed. They do not know || [Mr. Girserr,] in order that the committee shall J 
eas ae rer. of the witness; but if the gentleman desires || that even by accident any word has been omitted || report additional evidence, . ‘ 

: at, A, M8 @ Memver OF the Committes, have not the |! which was delivered by the witness in evidence. |} Mr. McMULLIN. Thus understanding the 3 

slightest objection to his wens the original With reference to so much of the case as relates || case, I desire to propound a question to the gen- 7 

» manuscript here and readinggft to the House. ||}to Mr. Simonton, Mr. Simonton did give the || teman from New York. I desire to be informed e 
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cover up what he has said before the commit- | not given as evidence, was not given under oath, || the immunities and privileges to which thy b 
: tee, 4 but at the suggestion of a person who knew || would be entitled in a trial anywhere else. but t 
: Mr. ORR, Then why not send to the print- || where evidence could be given; and on that ground || Ido not mean to say by the vote which I shall r 
ing office and get the evidence and read it to the || the committee took the responsibility of summon- || give on this proposition that this commitiee has t 
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Mr. BENNETT, of New York. Can I, by || of Simonton. If the subject is recommitted to || my judgment, the committee appointed by yous ti 
: reading that evidence to the House, make the || the committee, they will report no additional || Mr. Speaker, have discharged their duty faith ti 
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a 
| shy that the statement of Simonton will show |) statements; and it is for the House to say now, || accused of, are concerned, | shall give them '° g 
that the witness, Sweeney, swears to just such |) whether they will have those statements whith amplest opportunity to.defend themselves wi) 0 
g 
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ihings as be said he would swear to, and enswered || may tend to show that there was concert or con- || they could ask, consistent with justice and ait 
the question Sumonton gave. ThateXxpiains why |, spiracy among these witnesses to make a partic- || investigation of the subject. Now, | desire to * 
Sweeney kept telling the committee to ask him |i ular charge. informed by the gentleman from New York, ! bi 
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this recommitment will delay action upon this | 
restion beyond one day ? 
‘Mr BENNE?DT, of New York. No, sir, nor 
that either. 
“Mr. MeMULLIN. Well, sir, if 1t 1s not to 
> the action of the House more than one day, 


( 


t : ' i } 
maday, l suvmit to tne Houss ,and to 
niiiee, When they have been arraigned 
House for having suppressed testi- 


y W judgment of the gentleman 
n New York, is matertal in this case, whether 


ich, in the 


t due to themselves to permit the accused 


i 5! 
' 


mmand the testimony which they say has 


been suppressed? As it will not delay action, 
and as there is somuch business which demands | 
lecislative action at the hands of this House—I | 
mean the general appropriation bills—I submit to | 
the honorable chairman of the select committee, 
and to each member of that committee, to come | 
up like statesmen, and concede to the criminals 


arraigned before the bar of the country all they 
ask, When it cannot result in oneday’s delay. | 
i, therefore, without intending to commit 
i 
; 


subm 


myself one way or the other, that a fair and fu! 
trial should be accorded to them, as is accorde 
the vilest criminal of the country, and which 
they have a right todemand. In this case, and 
in all others, if I can, I shall grant that richt. 
Mr. CLINGMAN. I want to see if I under- 
stand exactly what the point is between the mem- 
bers of the committee and the gentleman from 
New York. Iwillsay, that I thiuk there are two 
es which we must desire to arrive at. Inthe | 
first place, in trying this gentleman, or the others 
io come after him, we should do them ful! jus- 
tice. Of course, they have a right to expect ihat, 


and that we shall suspend all judgment until we 
are In possession of all the evidence taken, and 
‘+h they may fairly claim the right to present. 


Phere is another point also which is important, 
id that is, to act upon the cases. The House 
owes it to itself, to the country, and to the causs 
of justice, to try these cases. 
lam willing, therefore, in determining these 
two things, to allow any delay which is absolutely 
necessary to do justice; but, before doing that, 
itis absolutely necessary to know if time is neces- | 
sary, for we know that sometimes movements are 
made for dclay; and as we are so near the close 
of the session, while I am willing to give the | 
necessary time, I am not willing to waste time: 
When, therefore, it was suggested by the gen- 
tleman from New York that all the evidence 
taken before the committee had not been printed, | 
[ thought questions of difficulty might arise, be- 
cause the gentleman from Maryland,| Mr. Davis,] | 
and other members of the committee, declared 
that the testimony was correctly printed; and the 
gentleman from New York stated that it was not 
—that there was a material variance. I desire to | 
ascertain which ts correct, and it is material to | 
understand that. I learn from the gentleman | 
from New York—and in that he is corroborated | 
by the gentleman from South Carolina—that the | 
reason for his making the statement is, that the 
original manuscript in the printing-office shows | 
some alterations or erasures, or changes or omis- | 
sion, from what is now printed. The gentleman | 
from South Carolina, and the gentleman from | 
Maryland, explain that in this way. They say 
that the evidence was taken down by the stenog- 
rapher, and when it was examined and was not | 
found satisfactory to the party sworn, he made 
alterations to conform it to the facts. 
Now, to determine whether a deposition has 
been truly copied or not, of coyrse you resort to | 
the original. That will show whether the printed 
report agrees with that. If it be true, as the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. Orr] states, 
thatthe original can be brought here’ in a short 
time, that is the only way to determine the ques- 
tion. Suppose you should authorize the printer 
to make another copy, then, to ascertain whether 
the copy be true, you have to return to the ori- 
ginal. Ifthe original can be brought in here in a 
few moments, we can run our eyes over it and 
ascertain the point. I do not see that you need | 
to make another order to print. Whether there is | 
& material variance or not I do not know, and I 
| 
| 


give noapinion upon it; but itseems to me that the 
only way we can proceed is to produce the ori- 
ginal. Suppose that, in a court of justice, a copy | 
of av instrument is introduced in evidence, and | 
tome one alleges that it-ie not a correct cupy. | 


| witness, I understand, hac 
| him. 


The original is broucht before the court from the 





possession of the clerk, and the truth of the fact 
! uned by d te urison. Now, | do 
I Ss that t i ta t anv o r mod 
Ora n 

M ORR I Ss | t a t { 
‘ te ’ 1 « y b 

! S ( tre i pri 
oO 
ir. CLINGMAN ie progress of 
fof of Mr. Gu coeun rt ot 
t i it i ru l Sastov ie! 
ju \ th s ! 
W t ul i: aly ‘ Su P| ssed, il we i 
be proper to ¢ time; and we should want to 
see whether ere wer terial’ variances. | 
shail, therefore, vote acainst the motion to recom- 
mit. in 1 co of justice, if an application 18s 
made for a delay or continuance, it is usual for 
th hat there is material evidence 
Which ca it be got, or which the party has been 
prevented from getting, or something to that effects 
and if the ! ethat the evidence cannot | 
rot dur the progress of trial, then itis 
red roi df dela Now, int yr ent 

slate of the questio i she be compelled to vote 
agaist the motion to recommit. Ido not concur 
with the gentleman from Virginia, [Mr. MeMct- 
LIn,}| that we are bound to vote for it; nor is it 
clear, from the manner in which the request is 
made, that the ends of j require a delay. 

Mr. READY. While Lam anxious t » do jt 
tice to the members who ai cused and arraigned 
here, and to avoid even an appearance of injustice, 
lam also anxious to avoid committing any in- 
justice towards other members of the House, or 
towards persons outside of this House who stand 
ath 


in the relation of witnesses to this 


investigation. 
Now, sir, a committee has been appointed by the 
Hous That committee has investigated this 
subject. They are presumed to be—and I have 
no doubt are —disinterested between the m 
bers who are accused and the public. I have no 
doubt that they entered on the discharge of the 
duties assigned them, and that 
moment 


ili- 


they up to this 
feel no interest or bias or desire to pro- 
duce any other result than that which is consistent 
with the ends of justice, and the pu 
Win 
youen 


blic good, 
we have assigned to these rentlemen, asa 
committee, a duty to perform, there 1s somethi 

due to them; and when they come before this 


+ Y + . ! ai } 
House and s ate, on their responsivity as repre- 


sentatives of the people, that they have reported 
all the testimony which was given, for instance, 
by the witness Simonton—that there was nota 


word spoken by him, as a witness, which is not 
reported, what position, | ask, will these gentle- 
men be placed in, if we take the statement of the 
accused, that testimony has been suppressed, and 
on that statement, in the face of the information 
given to us by the members of the committee, 
vote to postpone or recommit the subject? Sir, it 
would be a reflection on the honor and veracity 
of the members of this committee, which I, for 
one, am unwilling to make. I am prepared to 
place as much reliance, to say the least of it, on 
the statements of the gentlemen composing that 
committee, as on the statement of any one of the 
persons who are charged with improper conduct, 
and who are to be put upon their trial. 

Then, so far as the testimony of Mr. Simonton 
is concerned, there is not, in my humble judg- 
ment, any necessity forarecommittal. As tothe 
testimony of Sween y, | understand, from ‘the 
statements made by the gentleman from Mary- 
land and the gentleman from South Carolina, 
[Messrs. Davis and Orr,] that the same course 
vas pursued in reference to him as must necessa- 
rily be pursued in all cases where the testimony 
is taken down in writing. The witness was af- 


| forded the opportunity, after his statement was 


written out by the stenographer from the short- 


hand notes which he had taken down, to approve | 


it, or to correct it if it be ee correction. 


The | 
that right extended to | 
If you deny a witness the right of correct- | 


ing his statement which has been writter down | 


by a copyist, by a stenographer, or by a clerk 
y i » DY ’ 
you subject yours Ives to the danger of perpe- 
trating @ monstrous outrage 
witness. Sir, no man would dare to become a 
witness if he were to be subjected to such a rule 
as that. It would be a total subversion of all the 


on the rights of a | 
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times } 


nast, either in courts of insti ‘“e, t 


80 Ci tl. or cisewh 7 ind wou 
v fo di vI ¥) 7 
i V i 1 Ww 
v ‘ ™ 
may é iter by ast 
' 
ie} j ) rt \ 
' { t \ 
I 
r , it * i 
, ! 1 it to be \ . 
is t ipl lund i 
DV tine ) ! ! man fron 
lee 
i ne appilicatl \ 
lif you undertake to test the eredit of 
! Sweeney by the rule which he ind! : 


ir this House into an « 


you will be converti 
of o pr ion, to d fame and destroy the ire 
maybe as pure and horews 


as the best man in the land. 

Of course | express no opinion in reference to 
Mr. 8S eney; but no matter h WwW pure aw 
might be, if he were called upon to testify under 
such circumstances as those under which S\ y 
testified, and were subjected to the ru 
soucht to be enforeed, his re putation might 
most ut Th 3 ly ‘onsigne d to everla tine bi fam 

Mr. HOUSTON, I suppose there can ‘no 
ereat injustice done if this resolution should 
voted down. T understand that the gent! 
from South Carolina has sent for the ori | 

uscript of the evidence; and Id e now to 
know what effect the previous question would 
h eon the resolutionof the mtlieman from N 
York, or if it is before the House? 


The SPEAKER, It would bring the H 


to a vole on the report of the committee. } 
I 
resolution 1s 1 ived only as instructions t 
? + | . 
tacked to the motion to recommit. 


Mr. HOUSTON. Isthe res 


NULION OF Line l- 


tleman from New York before the House a 
The SPEAKER. It is before the House as 
instructions appended to the motion to recomn 
Mr. HOUSTON. Can I not call the previous 
question on his motion, and leave the main tt - 
if I may use the expression—untouched by it, 
The SPEAKER. It will operate ont re pr 
of the committee. 
Mr. HOUSTON. Lhope, then, that all ; 
of the Hi just Wi Lavoid LUIS rel Vunul if wl h 
has been started, and let us go on to an investi- 


gation of the ca , ii we intend to do ; , If we 


intend stoving off the i 


Wwestizgahon, Lrenticmen 
s} rel noeand rt ‘ft | | 1 
SNOW th i masand it Oo. it 
the re spon ity of cing with 1 , 
orother. [Tam willing that the House should do 
50 now. Af tie Taouse Want an iy ° i ; ( 
us have it. Ifthe House do not intend t ' 
an investication ta be had, let it 1 ippre c 
sut let the mattelpome up and let the Pt , 


decide upon it, and to other business. [should 
like to call'the previous question, and if 
tleman implicated does not desire to ac! 
House, I shal! call the previous qu 
I do not intend to interfere in the man: t f 
of this report and the proceedings 
than to contribute what I may b 
the progress of the 


busine ss of tue Hou : l 
want to get this out of the way as soon as gentie- 
t 


men who have made themselves acquaint hy 
the subject better than I have say that it is : 
provided the gentleman who is implicated has 
nothing further to say. 

Mr. ORR, ] hav the original manusacri re- 
orts and testimony here. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Ifthe gentleman from South 
Carolina desires to have presented to the House 


any testimony which has not been already pu 


sented, orany which may have been omitted from 
the printed report, I will yield to him for that 


purpose. 

Mr. ORR. Ido not think it material on this 
motion. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Ido not think it is materi il 
either. 


Mr.SEWARD. Mr. Speaker,as the i L- 


tion of my mind is againstthe party acc.ised here 
| 


on the evidence submitted, | would be g y 
relieved if I could elicit an answer from tn ne 
tleman from New York.as to the p we chal er 
of the testimony whic! ays has veenex - 
Lam willing to accord te the gentlemen who { 


indicted before t! ountry the greatest iatitude 


principles on which witnesses have testified in | to defend themselves against this charge _ 
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Now, there are several sides to this question. 


f | 
T fi kly state that) 


i 


»>now under consideration stands before thi 
country without suspicion, A witness may be 
attacked upon the stand by the very manner in 
which he testifies. He may be assailed by 
willingness or unwillingness with which he 
tifies, or the character of his testimony, or he 
may be attacked on his ceneral reputauion for 


ruth and veracity in the neigh 
lives. This House cannot determine. It 
fact which rests exclusively within the breasts of 
the committee how and in what manner these 
witnesses testified. The other members of the 
House know nothing of the manner, or the will- 
ingness or unwillingness with which they testi- 


orhood where he 


is a 


fied. The two witnesses involved in this trans- 
action are not within the jurisdiction of this 
House. We are to judge of their credibility as 


a jury would. Now, if the gentleman from New 
York will state any fact which | believe to be 
material to the investigation of this matter, so 
that my judgment may be enlightened, I will vote 
to recommit this report; otherwise, I cannot do 
it; because, if any fact has been omitted or sup- 
pressed, through mistake—and I do not under- 
stand there is any charge against the committee— 


itis important to these parties, and the Vv areentl- | 
It would be an outrage to force them 


tled to it. 
to go to trial with an important fact omitted, 


ither of the witnesses in the | 


which they believe is necessary to place them 


properly before the House and the country. 


Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. The notes are now | 


in the House, and the gentlemen of the committee 
desire that they should be read from the Clerk’s 
table. 

Mr. SEWARD. 
from New York [Mr. BenNnetr] to point out that 
portion of the original which has been suppressed 


Then I ask the gentleman 


1 the printed copy; for if there is a material part | 


ippressed, I shall vote to recommit this matter. 


t! 


to allow that to come in here as testimony which 
the witness said he did not swear to. 

Mr. BENNETT, of New York. 
say one word in reply to the gentleman from 
Georgia. The original minutes, as sent to the 
printing office, are here in the hands of the gen- 


If, however, the erasure is simply a correction of | 
1e witness after his written-out testimony has | 
been submitted to him, then it would be improper | 


1 wish to 


tleman from South Carolina; and’ I ask that the | 


parts omitted, not the entire minutes, be read 
from the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. LETCHER. 
stated that the witness approved what is to be 
read as his testimony. 

Mr. ORR. I hope the gentleman will with- 
draw his objection. I will put the witness ina 
wroper position, by rest ng statement which 

had already made. ‘The wifhess made the cor- 
rections himself. He did not know thatthe clerk 
wasetaking down what he supposed was con- 
sidered as a conversation. I want that every 


I object, unless it is first | 


word that has been stricken out, even at the in- | 


stance of the witness, shall be read to the House. 
{Cries of ** That is right.’’] 
printed report will be found the following ques- 
tion and answer: 

* By the Chairman.—Give the general purport of the con- 
Versation, a8 pear as you can. 

‘ Witness. would not pretend to give the language 
used on that occasion. 
the substance of their talk. I have given the result in the 
Writing I have exhibited to the committee. As near as I 


can remember, Mr. Triplett proposed, that, if the book was | 


On page 57 of the | 


I dv not know that f ean give even | 


taken at $1 3 per copy, he would give $7,500; if at $1 40, | 


he would increase $500; and so on, at the same rate, up 
to $1.59 per copy. Beyond that, it seems to conflict with 
this writing; and there isa conflict of opinion in relation to 
it elsewhere.”’ 


In the original testimony, the last clause of the 
answer reads as follows: 


“And there is a misunderstanding elsewhere in relation 
to it.”? 


On page 58 of the printed testimony are the fol- 
lowing question and answer: 


“ By Mr. Orr.—Have you ever heard, in conversations 
between Mr. Gilbert and other members, or in conversa 
tions between other members, that any otlter member was 
to be interested in any partof this $14,500? I only ‘in that 
ask for your personal knowledge. 

‘* Wilness.—My impression is very strong that other per- 
sons did have an interest in it, but [ cannot certainly an- 
swer the question ; for, although [ have inferred that other 
members were interested, [ may have drawn the inference 
erroneously. [have no distinct recollection, at this time, 
of hearing any OWer member, or of hearing Mr. Gilbert, in 


THE 








the presence of any other member, say that they were inter- || 
ested in the bargain to which T have referred.’ 
In the original is the word ** improperly” instead i] 
of ** erroneously’’ in the answer, i} 

On page 59, after the answer to the second | 
question, the following questions and answers are i 
omitted: 


* By Mr. Warner.—W here was that conversation held ? 
Witnes fi that is not a material question, I should 

pe r tina ould not be preesed 
** By Myr. Warner.—!t may be material tu us to have || 
tv that question. | 
* Wilness,—! have said that no one else was present but || 
myself when the conversation took place between Mr. Gil- | 
bert and Mr. Triplet. |The conversation was held at an | 
' 
| 





appointed meeting. If there is any especial reason for 
aming the place I will do so, but | should prefer not to 
ame it. 

* By Mr. Warner.—\ will tell you why it may be material | 
to answer the question. If the statement you inake should | 
be contradicted, and we, kuowing the place, could bring out 


these facts from other witnesses, they might thereby sub- 
stantiate your testimony. 

* Wilness.—I should have no objection to naming the place 
privately, to members of the coumnittee ; but if it is to be 


published, itis my impression that under no circumstances || 


could [ answer the quesiion. 

‘ By the Chairman.—All the evidence taken before the | 
committee will be under the control of the House. Hf they | 
direct it to be published, we cannot refuse. 


YE7se 
* + UNESS. 
; 


} 
roboration of my testimony, | may perhaps name the place.” | 


On page 59 are the following question and | 
answer: 

‘Py the Chairmen.—Is there any ill feeling between you | 
In any respect?’ 

** TWVitness.—No, sir, not upon my part; and I presume | 
there is none upon his. T wish to say tliat [ have givenin | 


the testimony I have given very reluctantly, because I have | 
been compelled togive it; heis my own member. I donot | 
know by what means the committee have obtained the in- | 
formation on which { was subpenaed. I supposed, until a | 
few hours ago, that I did know the source trom whicia the 

committee derived their information of me; but since that | 
time I have become satisfied that | did not.”? | 


Immediately after that question and answer, 
there are in the original the following question 
and answer which were waived: : my 

** Dy Mr. Orr.—We wish you to state the place of meet- | 
ing. 

* T/Tiness.—I will say that the place of meeting was not | 
designated by myself. If there should be any conflict of | 
testimony, L shall be willing to stateeverything fully and | 
fairly ; but for the present i should prefer not to name the | 
pla e.”? | 

On pages 59 and 60 are the following questions | 
and answers: 

‘ By Mr. Orr.—Have you ever heard any member say 


| that hereceived so much, or that he was to receive so much, | 


gentleman. 


| your knowledge. 


| question is concerned, a full answer to it will not criminate 


| you should answer. 


in money or in land, or any other valuable consideration, 
present or prospective ? 

* Witness.—1f Lever heard anybody make that statement 
it Was in confidential conversation. 

** By Mr. Orr.—Wow confidential ? 

** }Vitness.—It was as confidential as anything could be 
made, without being requested to keep it secret; and at 
best, i L were to answer the question it would be liable to 
be disputed.” 

At the end of the last answer there is, in the | 
original, the following: 

**{ do not wish to launch out into any sea of this kind. | 
If | have said anything that is of consequence to the com- 
mittee in their investigation, it seems to me that, by going 
into these general, indefinite conversations, I shall be liable 
to break down testimony [ have already given.” 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 would ask the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina why that statement 
was suppressed? I understand it was suppressed, 
and I desire to knew the reason. 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. 1 will answer the 


The SPEAKER: 
eral consent. 

Mr. GROW. I object. 

Mr. ORR. On page 60 are the following ques- | 
tion and answer: 

“ By Mr. Orr.—We wish you tostate all the facts within 


It can be done only by gen- 


‘* 1Vitness.—In doing so, T might bring reproach upon 
myself and others. [ will freely say that, so far as your 


any person other than the one [ have mentioned.” 


In the origina! appears the following, at the 
end of the last answer: 


‘*And it seems to’me that there is already evidence 
enough to convict him.’’ 


Immediately following that are the following | 
question and answer, which were stricken out: 


“ By Mr. Ritchie. —Your answer is, that if you reply in | 
the aflirmative, it will implicate no individual except the | 
person you have ndmed, which is as much as to say that it 
relates to Mr. Gilbert. What you now refer to may relate 
to another transaction, and therefore it is important that 


* Witness.—It is due to me, and due to the committec in | 
this investigation, that you should not lead me go far off as | 
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| 
—if it involves a material point for the cor- \ 


|| South Carolina, another question. 


— ei scapependiitepactbetnctenanstnatiienadsinselipieeantetecnsepamsneeainnsmena 





to make what T have said improbable. 


It may be clea, 
enough to me, but Ido not Know whether it can be cor- 
roborated.”’ 


I stated, Mr. Speaker, before the reading of 
this evidence commenced, that I should put the 
witness right before the House with reference to 
this matter. I desire to say to the House that no 
portion of the testimony was suppressed by the 


| committee; and the changes were in every respect 
| at the instance of the witness himself. He wished, 


as he stated, to present his testimony fairly and 
properly before the House. I feel it due to the 
witness to say that much. 

Mr. STANTON. I would like to know from 
the gentleman from South Carolina whether that 


well as to changes? 


Mr. ORR. Yes, sir; in every single instance, 


Mr. SEWARD. I want to know from the 


|| gentleman from South Carolina whether, after the 


vitness was sworn and his testimony reduced to 
writing, it was submitted to him as it is found in 
the manuscript, and whether he left the commit- 
| tee-room leaving the manuscript in that condition, 
| or did he correct it as written down? 

| Mr.ORR. Itakegreat pleasure in responding, 
The questions were propounded by the commit- 
tee, and the questions and answers were written 
by the clerk of the committee, who was a stenog- 
rapher. After the examination of a witness was 
ended, the clerk proceeded that day, or the next 
day, or as soon as he had time, to write it out. 
Then the witness was allowed to come before the 
committee again, and to make such corrections, 
| on the papers being read to him, as he thought 
| the facts required at his hands. 

| Mr. STANTON. Will the gentleman from 
| South Carolina say how long was it after the tes- 
| timony was reduced to writing before the ques- 
' 
| 
| 


| 
| applies to omissions of questions and answers ag 
| 
| 
| 


tions and answers were stricken out or omitted at 
the request of the witness ? 

Mr. ORR. I think in one or two days—I am 
not certain as to the time. It was, however, the 
first time the witness saw his answers after they 
were written out by the clerk. 

Mr. STANTON. I would be glad to ask the 
gentleman from Maryland, or the gentleman from 
If the party 
arraigned here ask for a trial at the bar of the 
| House, and for the introduction of testimony, I 
want to know whether the committee expect to 
consent to that mode of trial? 

Mr. ORR. If the gentleman wishes an answer 
| from me, I will give to him a very brief answer 
on that point. The committee have submitted 
their report, following the precedents that have 
been set from the foundation of the Governmen 
in such cases. They have pursued these prece- 
dents strictly. Similar cases have been uniformly 
acted on by the House on the reports of the com- 
mittee. We have submitted our report to the 
House, and it is for the House to determine. As 
amember of that committee should be unwilling 
to see a different course pursued with reference to 
this case from the course uniformly pursued here- 
tofore. I care not what disposition may be made 
of these reports. I do not think I have a feeling 
on the subject. more than would naturally arise 
from being goaded in various directlons here. If 
the House see fit to give the matter the ‘‘ go-by,” 
I have no objection to it. I have done my duty, 
and I desire the members of the House to Ze their 
duty. I,as an individual member, shall not con- 
sent to giving to these parties here a greater and 
higher privilege than has been ever enjoyed—ac- 
cording to my understanding of it—by any men- 
ber of the House on any preceding occasion. 

Mr. RITCHIE. I wish to state that, in the 
committee, any question as to the form of trial 
in the House was not, according to my recollec- 
tion, discussed atall. There was no agreement 
as to any recommendation whatever. ‘The com- 
mittee supposed that the House would take what 
order it should think proper on this subject. 

With reference to that part of Sweeney’s tes- 
| timony that was stricken out and omitted, the first 
| time he saw it after the clerk had written it ou‘, 





the committee was trying to lead him off to other 
testimony was no part of his testimony at all. 
| We did not let it go on the record; but under the 
| circumstances we did not know whether we shoul 
have the authority to print it as evidence or not. 
As to the mode of trial, I am entirely willing that 


| he declared that the loose conversation in which 
| 
| 
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the House should have the witnesses before it, || Aaron Burr, a Senator was implicated and tried. 


i examine them here. 
Mr. STANTON. Ihave this remark to make 
ference to this matter: I understand that the 

t of this party to have witnesses brought to 

of the House and examined, is a question 

t to depend on the vote of the House, and that 
rht is to be resisted. Now, in that point 

w, this question seems one of great import- 

’ It appears, from the disclosures that have 
n made h re, that witnesses have been brought 

‘re the committee tn the absence of the party, 
and that their fall testimony has not been reported 
and published. It appears that what transpired 
in the committee-room is not repofted and pub- 
lished; and what may have transpired is not re- 
duced to writing. The defendant cannot know 
jt, and the House cannot know it. 

Now, sir, there is no greater safeguard of any 
man’s constitutional rights than the right to con- 
front his witness, and see and know how he tes- 
tifies; and not only that, but to hear every side- 
barremark he has made that indicates the animus 
of the witness, and to know and see the man- 
ner in which the witness is treated by the com- 
mittee. A vast deal may be learned in this way. 
These parties have not been permitted to he 
present to take advantage of these circumstances. | 
They were not allowed the opportunity of cross- 
examination; and now, it is to depend upon a 
vote of this House whether they shall have the | 
right to be tried before the House. | 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Sranton] asked what course the 
gentleman from South Carolina, [Mr. Orr,] and 
the gentleman from Maryland, proposed to pur- | 
sue; aud if he yields the floor for that purpose, 
I will indicate the course I propose to pursue, in | 
response to that question, in order that he may 

irsue hereafter such a course as he may deem 
advisable. I will state, in the first placejgn re- 
spect to the revisal of the testimony of witnesses, 
that I was not personally present when the testi- 
mony of Mr. Sweeney and Mr. Raymond was 
revised. Mr. Raymond’s testimony was read | 
over to him at a meeting of the committee held in 
the evening, in order to accommodate Mr. Ray- | 
mond, who wished to leave in the cars in the 
morning for New York. At that meeting I was 
not present; and I had no knowledge that any- 
thing such as has been read here this morning | 
had been omitted. So much for the statement 
which I‘made to the House this morning, that no 
testimony had been omitted. I am still ignorant | 
of any omitted in my own knowledge. 





In reference to the question now propounded by | 


the gentleman from Ohio, I desire to say this: that 
the gentlemen to whom this report relates are 
now on trial in accordance with the invariable 
precedent of the Congress of the United States. 
The invariable course in the Congress of the 
United States has been to raise a committee, to | 
refer the matter to them, to direct them to take tes- 
timony, to report the facts to the House, together 
with their recommendations as to what action the 
House should take; and the only proceedings the | 
House can take according to the precedents before | 
us, 1s to consider the resolutions reported by the 
committee, and these resolutions have invariably | 
been decided upon the evidence taken by the 
committee, and in no instance one additional evi- 
dence taken by deposition on the motion of the | 
party after the report of the committee, but before 
a day had been set down forthe hearing. In that 
same great case to which I refer—and the name is 
one that will bear down the whole criticism upon 
the course of the committee on this side of the 
House—in that one great case before the Senate 
of the United States, it was tried on an ex parte 
deposition presented by President Jefferson on 
the call of the Senate, never taken in the presence 


of the implicated party, but taken when he was not || 


present, and when no opportunity was afforded | 
for croSs-examination; and it was attested, by | 
some thirty depositions taken afterwards, at the | 
order of the Senate, and in presence of the Senate, | 
at the instance of the respective parties. Then, | 
a3 now, the Senate ordered that the witnesses | 
whose testimony was to be impeached should be 
notified, and thatthe impeaching testimony should 
be taken in their presence. And, sir, upon such 
evidence taken, not in his presence, but as sent | 
Irom the Executive Departments, in connection 


‘twe or three additional witn: 


nuendoes, as has been done in this case. 





In that case, on the application of the witness, 
sses Were examined 


ite when the ms 


at the bar of the Ser 
for consideration; but the proceedi 
upon the evidence reported | 


at the head of that e 


utter came up 
S still rested 
And 


was John Quincy 


v the committee. 





Adams, “ the o n eloguent,’’ who is contin- 
ually invoked as the great parliamentarian and 
statest by gentlemen on this side of the 

Now, sir, for my po a 7 urd these gen- 
tlemen as now on trial. I regard t! 
on th ey i nee rep t | | . i ecommi ‘ 
an attack has been made on the testimony of the 
witness Sweeney, I desire to say, that if th 
motion be made to place Mr. Sweeney at the bar 


of the House, and have him examined, althouch 
waived the right of examin- 


presence of the committee, I have 


the party implicated 


ine him in the 


no objection to that But if gentlemen will_not 
ry o that, I ask that the House shall vote 
unon th dene t stands. 





ntleman from Ohio, 


/pportunity 
sses. A fulle 
‘was given in any par- 
is kind, upon this side or 
Atlantic. These gen- 


ay, that if they 





r oppor- 





desired 





! the committee, the 
ity should be afforded them, but they 
) Now, sir, if they de sire 
to have the opportunity of examining Sweent y 
at the bar of the House, I shall interpose no 
objection. I will not make the motion, becauss 
I believe his testimony is correctly and fully set 
forth in the report « committee. 

Mr. STANTON. Itis very important that we 
should understand precisely the character of the | 
investigation before the committee. Isita grand 
inquiry, or is it a mere presentment of this party 
for certain crimes and misdemeanors? If itis the 


latter, then the committee has done perfectly right 
} 


hoose to do it. 


did not « 


fib 
yr te 





in taking their evidence in the absence of the party 
implicated. If such was the fact, the party had 
no right to be present during the investigation to 





hear the witnesses testify. Butif this is all, then 
the testimony taken before this committee is not 
the testimony upon which the House, in the sub- 
sequent trial, can proceed to try and convict the 
party. Itisimportant that we should understand 
the precise position we occupy, and what we are 
about to do; and hence I made the inquiry. 

Now, sir, God knows that I have no sympathy 
for the parties involved in this prosecution. If | 
any man has been guilty of the offenses charged 
by this committee, I would convict him ten times 
sooner if lve belonged to the party with which I 
uct, than if he belonged to the opposite party, for 
if there be anything rotten in my party, I want | 
to purge it. 
pect that there is any disposition to favor gentle- 
men kere from party considerations. I do not | 
know how I shall vote when I am called on to | 
vote upon this testimony. But this I do know: 
that there is no gentleman in this House who has 
a higher opinion of the members of this commit 
tee than I have. 
and especially for my friend from Maryland—for | 
his impartial position, and high character. 

1 must be permitted to say, however, that this 
investigation and the course of the examination | 
of witnesses do l@ok to me a little like an inqui- 
sition. I have never in my professional cic 
ence found a case in which witnesses have been 
tortured for impressions, for recollections, for in- 
IT submit 
that anything this witness has said as to what 
his impressions are on a particular fact, as to 
what he inferred from the conduct or declaration 
of a witness, is not open for the consideration of 
this House, and the committee ought not to have 
printed any such questions. They ought not 
to have taken any such answers. They were 
taken, in my judgment, in violation of all the rules 
of evidence. 

Mr. GROW. I hope the gentleman will yield | 
to me fora moment. I desire to make a correc- | 
tion, with reference to a question raised the other 
day, and now referred to by the gentleman from 
Maryland. 

Mr. STANTON. 


I prefer to go on with what 
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I trust that no gentleman will sus- || 
order of this House 
' 


I have great respect for them, || 


) re 
SS'7 


———— 





position that this is a mere grand inquest, I hay 
no fanlt to find with the committee. Upo 


. } 
tion thaéf 








upp af it is merely for the | 
informing the House as to whether th 
prima facie case upon which these parties sl 
put upon their trial, and these parties ar 
subsequéntly tried lecally and on co i} 
t ny,then it is all t. But Lunder 

is not the proposition. It is | 
this evidence, taken in this manner, t! 
mW les after inf rences, after 

*vacue suspicions founded u; 
the committee cannot state, are to bi 
here, and made the basis of the action ot 


Flouse, and our votes for the expulsion of men 
bers are to be predicated upon them. Now, 
does seem to me that, taking the view of t 
question which, I understand from the gent 
1en of the committee, they have taken-—the 
Louse were to act on the testimony taken bef 
he committee—that members were to vote “ 
or **no’’ onthe resolutions for expulsion u rf 
dence reported by the committee, it was d 
these gentlemen, the very moment the mem! 
names were used in connection with a co 
combination, or with any charge of bribery, 
that committee should either have reported 
fact to the House, or, at all events, should | 
given notice to the members implicated tha 
were taking testimony touching corrupt iC- 
tices alleged against them. Then th ; 
should have been permitted to go befor 

mittee, and ask the witnesses where they go 
information, so that the¥Y might ji 
or not there was collusion between Mr. Simo : 
and Mr. Sweeney, and Mr. Triplett, or any 

els 


Lit 
’ 


age Wi r 


Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. Will the gentl 
man allow me just here—— 

Mr. STANTON. I will get through in a mo- 

Another remarkable occur 

me. While the 
and who are now on their trial for expulsion, had 
no notice, and were not permitted to the rea 
ner in which the witnesses originally testified, 
yet wherever any testimony was called to 


ment. 


é r} 2 } ; 
parties wno are char 


peach a witness, the witness impeached, ors 

to be impeached, wa:! invited to be present, t! 
he might hear the impeaching witness test 
originally, and know how he deported himeelt, 
and by counsel to cross-cxamine the witness who 


attempted to impeach him. 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. 
in that. 

Mr. STANTON. 
Stanton appear for? 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. For Mr. G 

Mr. STANTON. Then I was rois 
far as that was concerned. Ido not make any 
imputation on the*committee’s fairness. | 
pose they have acted under the 
the primary duty devolved up 
was, t 1 


You are mistaken 


Who, then, did Edwin M 


impre ion t if 


by 





sible means they could, whether any mem! a 
| been engaged in any corrupt practices. Now,as 
I said before, for a mere purpose of finding ont 
whether there was a prima facie case, it is right; 
but I submit to the gentleman from Maryland 
whether he believes it is consistent with the w 
settled principles of the common law—with the 
| constitutional rights of every c¢ iizen, that this 
man shall be condemned by testimony w h he 
has not been pe rmitted to hear, for an off 
which, to an honorable man, is no less punish- 


ment than an imprisonment in the penit 


or death. I submit to him, whether h 
it is entirely fair that that tes timouy whi | 
warrant them in presenting this resolution 
ficient to justify this Elouse, without pert 
the party to be present to hear the tesin 
| the witnesses, to vo for this members « 
I know that the gentleman from Mai 
that, after this testimony was reduced to 
—after the witnesses were through, the | 
accused were permitted to recall the wi pif 
they desired. But how did they know how the 
original parole testimony of the witn had 
been modified and fixed up, and, to use @ vnigar 
expression, licked into shape before they were 
permitted to see it? How did they know how 


e . . ‘ } 
many contradictions may have existed in that 
parole testimony as it was given before that 


mittee, which had all been arranged, so as to 


with a preliminary proceeding in the case of |; I have to say without interruption. On the sup- {| it perfectly consistent, before it was reduced to 


» 
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r of these partes know 





writin How did etthe } 

W s bad,in point of fact, been 
withng witnesses they are represented by 
imittee to have been? How did they know 

things? Does not the gentleman know, 

' inal lawyer, how exceedingly important 

j >} »w all these circumstances, to enable a 
» understand the value and the force of 

ii VW h ha heen taken ag nst him 

{ univ, it is t e they bad notice atterwards 
bal Lis ryupiyaadle had men 1 s ft mony; 

but lam no per red at pi nttocondein ese 
arlics without permitting them to recall every 

witness that has been examunt d, lo piace them 
upon the stand and cross-examine them; and I 


am not sure but that it is the duty of the House 
to introduce it as original evidence. 


it is per- 


fectly plain, to my mind, that these parties have | 


the right io the examination of their witnesses 


here. About this l think there will be no con- | 


troversy. Every gentleman has the right to have 


th t mony re ad at the Clerk’s desk print d, 
© that he may compare it with what has already 
been printed. 

Mr. PURVIANCE, Mr. Speaker, for the pur- 
e of saving the unnecessary consumption of 
ume, and, as [| understand it, with the 
and approbation of a portion of the 


my collearue from Pennsylva 


consent 
committee, 
iia, [Mr. Riveme,] 
ang as indicated by the honorable mem): 
\j » j } ry 

Maryland, |Mr. 


r from 
Davis, | another member of the 
committee, | submit a resolution which will test 
of the House 
tried on the evidence returned by the 


the sense as to whe the r the case 
shall be 
committee, or whether the accused shall have the 
opportunity of confronting the witnesses if he 
deséres it. 

Mr. LINDLEY. Will the gentleman permit 
me to ask him a question, so that we may know 
how to vote on this resolution? I wish to know 


—i could not hear it read in the testimony which | 


has been omitted, nor do I see it in the printed 
testimony—whether the committee did get the 
wityess to tel] the place where the conversation 
took place; and if so, where was it? 

Mr. PURVIANCE., I ask that my resolution 
be re ad. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, That Thursday morning, the 26th instant, at 
twelve o'clock, m., be fixed for the trial of Hon. William 
A. Gilbert; and that the Sergeant-at-Arms be directed to 
summon F. F.C. Triplett and James R. Sweeney to appear 
atibe barof the House at that time to testify in the pres- 





for the committee have no desire to conceal any- 
thing. But 
House is concerned, as has been said, | have my 
individual views in regard to it; and I will en- 
deavor to express them now. While I do so, I 
have not the least objection to this House taking 
auy course that it may think proper in relation 
to the parties implicated; the responsibility shall 
be theirs, not mine. If it is intended to prevent 
any definite action on the report of the committee 
during the present session, let it be dene by these 
who are willing to assume that responsibility. 
Mr. BENNETT, of New York. I rise to a 
pot of order. 
to interrupt the gentleman from Georgia. 
was to be a trial, undoubtedly every gentleman 
would have the right to state his views on the 
cases generally; but the question here is in re- 
gard to perfecting the evidence which is now 


has been suppressed. 
The SPEAKER. 
with instructions, a 
Mr. WARNER. Iso understand, and I desire 
to speak in reply to the gentleman from Ohio, 
{Mr. Sranton.] When this investigation was 
ordered, it was dane upon a statement which was 
made here, that members of this House were 


The motion is to recommit 


so far as the future action of this! 


I do not do so from any desire | 


If this | 


| before the House, by the addition of some which | 


involved in that which was understood to be an | 


invasion of the privileges of this House; the in- 
quiry was ordered on that ground alone. The 
allegation was made that improper and corrupt 
means were used here for the purpose of aiding 
in the passage or preventing the passage of bills; 
and that charge was an invasion of the privileges 
of this House: for, under the Constitution, the 
members of this House, and the people through 
their Representatives, have the right to assemble 


| 
} 
} 
i 
| 
| 


here and deliberate, and to legislate without dis- | 


turbance from outsiders or insiders, or any im- 


proper influences that may be brought to bear | 


upon them. ‘The charge, then, involved a breach 
of the privileges of this House. It was based on 
charges made against members; no other inquiry 


was ordered to be made by the committee. It was | 
| competent for this House to. have ordered an in- 


vestigation here upon this floor, to have suspended 
all other business, and proceeded with the inves- 


| tigation of those charges at once in this Hall. It 


enee of the party accused, and to be by him.confronted and | 


subjected to cross-examination. 


Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. 


I rise toa ques- 
tion of order. 


I hold that the question cannot 
be putin that shape. 

Mr. QUITMAN. Lunderstand that the prop- 
osition now before the House is the one proposed 
by the gentleman from New York, [Mr. Brn- 
NeTT,} made, apparently, at the instance of the 


accused, which is, that some portion of the testi- | 


mony which has been suppressed shall be printed. 


W hile that motion is before the House I contend | 


that no other resolution can be in order. 

The SPEAKER. A simple motion to postpone 
would be in order. And the Chair will state that 
the motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
[| Mr. Purviance,] i: its present form, is not in 
order; but it may be received as a motion to 
amond instrucvons appended to the motion of the 
geniieman from New York. 

Mr. WARNER. I desire to say to the House 
at this time in reference to this proceeding, that 
I, asa member of the committee who made this 
report—— 

Several Mempers. 


Speak louder. 
Mr: WARNER. 


1 am not in the habit of 


making much noise here or elsewhere; but if gen- | 


demen will keep quiet, 1 will endeavor to make 
myself understood. I wish to say, that in all the 


connection | have had with this investigation, I | 


have simply endeavored to discharge Whe duty 


that was devolved upon me by this House. | | 


need not say that that duty was a laborious and 
unpleasant one. So far as the further action of 
this House is concerned, | certainly have no per- 
sonal feeling. I have endeavored to discharge 
my duty to the country to the best of my ability 
as a member of that committee. We have re- 


ported our proceedings to this House, and by |) 


them I am willing to stand or fall. I have no 
apologies to make; but Ishould be happy to make 
any explanation which may be deemed material; 


was competent for this House, however, toappoint 
a special committee to discharge that duty if it 
thought proper to do so. 
that by a special committee of its members which 
it cot consider inconvenient or inexpedient at 


that time to do itself here in this Hall. I say it 


In other words, to do | 


| might have proceeded to have had these investi- | 


gations here, to call witnesses here, and examine 
them here; but the House ordered otherwise. 
They ordered that a committee of five should be 
selected to perform thatduty. And what was the 
duty of that committee, and in what capacity did 
they act? 


They acted merely as the agent, the | 
_ instrument, the hand of this House—if I may so 


speak—to perform that which this House thought | 
| inconvenient and inexpedient for them to under- 


take to perform themselves. And hence, they 
clothed their committee with power and authority 
todo that which they could have done by them- 
selves, but which they deemed it inexpedient to 
do. ‘They clothed that committee with power to 


send for persons and Papers to make that inves- | 


tigation in their name and in their behalf; and that 
was the duty of the committee, and they made 
it under the order of this Hogse. The House, 
instead of making the investigation originally, 


conferred the power upon a select committee to | 


do so, and report the evidence to the House. 

Mr. BENNETT, of New York. I desire to 
ask the gentleman from Georgiaa single question. 
He speaks of the power of thiscommittee. Now, 
I ask him what particle of authority that com- 
mittee had beyond what is covered by the general 
report? Was not their power the power to inves- 
tigate the specific charge of corrupt combination, 
charged as existing for two sessions, to report the 
evidence apon that subject to the House, and what 
action they deem it ean for the House to 
take thereon. ‘They went fully into that investi- 
gation, reported the evidence and their recom- 
mendation in their general report, What jurisdic- 
tion had they beyond that? What right to inves- 
tigate charges against an individual member of 
this Hoase not connected with the corrupt com- 
bination charged? 
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Mr. WARNER. The point made by the gep. 


tleman from New York—and it was the point 


|. made by him the other day—that this committee 
| was appointed for the purpose of inquiring int 


corrupt combinations of members, and because, ip 


| inquiring into such combinations, evidence came 
| out that corrupt influences had been used for the 


purpose of invading the privileges of this House 
—the committee not having been charged with 
that question—therefore that, no matter how much 
corruption is shown against individual members, 
the committee exceeded their authority, and un- 
less a corrupt combination exists there is no power 
to inquire into the case of individual members, 
What, sir, was the object of the inquiry ordered 
by the House? It was to ascertain whether its 
privileges had been violated by any of its mem- 
bers by the use of corrupt means either in pass- 
ing or preventing the passage of bills. But, says 
the gentleman from New York, [Mr. Bennerr,] 
if the evidence did not show that the members 
corruptly combined for that purpose, the commit- 
tee had no right to report it, no matter how much 
corruption was proved upon individual members 
of the body. Individual corruptions, no matter 
how numerous or extensive, were not to be no- 
ticed or reported by the committee, in the estima- 
tion of the gentleman, but only corrupt combina- 
tions of members; it is the combination of the mem- 
bers for corrupt purposes which constitutes a 
breach of privilege, according to his standard of 
legislative morality — corrupt as much as you 
please individually, but don’t combine. That is 
the point which the gentleman makes. The ob- 
jection is not that there has not been corrupt in- 
fluence proved here—not that corruption did not 
exist here, but that unless there are corrupt combi- 
nations of individual members, the privileges of 
the House are not interfered with. That is the 
point; and [ hope the gentleman is answered. 

MrgBENNETT, of New York. Let me cor- 
rect the gentleman on that point. I want to state 
my position fairly. [insist upon it that no mem- 
ber’s individual conduct can be investigated be- 
fore a committee not authorized to investigate 
that conduct, and when no charge has been made 
against such individual member. That is the 
point. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes; the point which the 
gentleman says he makes is, that the conduct of 
no individual member can be investigated unless 
he is personally and specially named. That, sir, 
was not the order of this House. No particular 
members were named in the original resolution 
who had acted in combination or otherwise. The 
resolution under which that committee was raised 
was based on charges made against individual 
members, without naming them. If there Wwas 
any error committed, the error was in the adop- 
tion of the original resolution, and not in the 
conduct of the committee acting under it. That 
original resolution mentioned no member indi- 
vidually; but that individual members were 
charged with an invasion of the privileges of the 
House by the use of corrupt means to procure or 
prevent the passage of measures. That was the 
charge which your committee was charged to in- 
vestigate and inquire into, and report the facts, 
and what action, in their judgment, was neces- 
sary on the part of the House. 

Mr. PIKE. I find in the report of the testi- 
mony, on the sixtieth page, that the gentleman 
from Georgia used the following language to the 
witness Sweeney: 

“It is due to other witnesses who have testified before 
us, that their testimony should be corroborated ; and there- 
fore we ask you the question.” 

I wish to ask the gentleman from Georgia to 
what testimony he refers, and where it may be 
found? 

Mr. WARNER. I propounded that question, 
Mr. Speaker, on my own responsibility. I pro- 
pounded it in the performance of a duty devolved 
upon me as a member of the committee, to elicit 
the truth. I found an unwilling witness—a wit- 
ness who, I believed, was reluctant to testify all 
he knew. I put the question in that way, on my 


own responsibility, for the purpose of drawing 
out of him facts which he was, in my judgment, 
desirous to withhold. 

Mr. AKERS. [I rise to a point of order. I 
wish to know whether this rambling debate 1s in 
order? ; ¢ 


The SPEAKER. It is not proper te charac- 
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ren. rerize the debate in that manner. The gentleman || binations: if the evidence did not show any cor- || front the witnesses who had been examined, and 
oint i-om Georgia is entitled to the floor. | rupt combinations of members, but showed that || to examine other witnesses, but they were fur- 
ittee ~ Mr. AKERS. I used the term in the sense of || individual members were cuilty of corrupt con- || nished with copies of the testimony given, by 
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mit- was the agent and instrument of the House to || it is no offense; and the committee have violated || would not your most prudent course have been 
uch make investigations; that it acted under the au- || their duty, because they did not report that com- || to have said as little as possible, and to have en- 
bers thority conferred on it; and that the original || bination. That is the point; that is the position || deavored to impeach his testimony in some other 
atter harge involved a breach of the privileges of the || in which this question has been placed by gentle- || way? 
no- House. The committee were not ordered to in- || men who complain of the action of the committee. || - But I will not pursue this branch of the sub- 
ima- quire into the conduct of any particular member || Mr. BENNETT, of New York. If the gen- || ject further now in reference to this trial that is 
bina: by name, or any particular number of individ- || tleman from Georgia will pardon me for a mo- || proposed. I have endeavored to show that the 
nem- uals, specially named, who had corruptly com- || ment, I desire to state my position. My argu- || order of this House was to inquire into a viole- 
es a bined together; the order was to inquire gener- || ment was not that no man should be proceeded || tion of its privileges, and that these men are to be 
d of ally into the conduct of members. against for any offense, if he was guilty; but my || tried only for a breach of these privileges; and 
you Sir, this House is a coérdinate branch of Con- || argument was that a committee could not proceed || how does the case apply to the position taken by 
at is gress. ‘The power of legislation is, by the Con- || to indict and try a member for an offense not || the gentleman from Ohio, [Mr. Sranron?} The 
> ob- stitution, devolved on Congress. Each branch || charged—that under a charge of conspiracy on the || gentleman from Ohio speaks of the privileges 
t in- has the right to assemble, deliberate, consider, || part of twenty men, you could not proceed to || guarantied by the Constitution, that every man 
1 not and vote on all questions that may come before || originate a charge against and try one member || shall have an impartial trial; that he shall be con- 
mnbi- it, involving-the most momentous questions that || for an individual and different offense. That is || fronted by the witnesses; and that he shall not 
1s of can affect a free and enlightened people. It con- || my position. | be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb. Well, 
3 the trols the question of peace and of war. It in- | Mr. WARNER. I perfectly understand the || sir, I understand that rule; and I understand also 
I. volves appropriations of millions of the people’s || position of the gentleman from New York; his || that itis only applicable to criminal prosecutions 
cor- money. They have a right to sit and deliberate || position is, that, although members of the House || in the courts. But | have yet to learn that these 
state freely, unrestrained by any adverse or improper || may have been engaged in schemes of private || guarantees of the Constitution are applicable to 
nem- influence, either inside or outside of the House; || plunderand corruption ontheir individual account, || any extent to a trial upon the part of thig House 
a he. and whoever attempts to control, or to interfere || involving a breach of the privileges of the House, || for a breach of its privileges. 
ivate with, their free and unrestrained deliberations, || yet, if they did not combine together toeffecttheir | Mr. STANTON. I certainly did not say what 
ania either by the use of money, or by incitement to || object, the committee had no authority to report || the gentleman represents me as saying, What I 
; the bring money or other improper influence to con- || them to the House. The posjtion of the gentle- || intended to say was, that this House, in all hon- 
trol that legislation and the judgment of its mem- || man is to smother and hide from public view the || esty and fairness, should extend to its members, 
» the bers, commits a breach of the privileges of the ] private corruptions of individual members under || when implicated, the privilege which is guaran- 
ct of House. It was to inquire into such acts and such | the form of a mere technical objection to the action || tied to citizens in the courts, of confronting the 
nless improper conduct that this investigation was || of the committee. ‘The committee are to be put on || witnesses testifying against them. . 
, sir, ordered. E || trial, instead of the members implicated by the | Mr. WARNER. ‘The gentleman did not say; 
cular The gentleman from New York says, that no || evidence reported by them—that is his Pom ate that these men should be entitled to a trial by jury 
tion matter how much corruption may be elicited here, || As I remarked, if there was any order given || I admit; but he took the ground, asa great consti- 
The no matter how many individuals might be trying || upon the part of the House to try any persons at || tutional right, that they should be allowed all the 
siend to pollute the different members, or to corrupt || all,it was to try individuals. There were no par- || rights and privileges which are extended to cit- 
aoa their action, it is no breach of the privileges of |) ticular individuals named to whom the charge || izens when on trial under a criminal prosecution 
eras the House unless they combine todo it. Hesays || could apply. We were to inquire generally; and || before the courts. Now, sir, my position is that 
.dop- that, in order to make it a breach of the privi- || how could we inquire generally into the truth of || this is not such a trial as is contemplated by the 
. the leges of the House, there must not only be cor- || a charge unless the charge could be applicable to || Constitution in the clause referred to by him in 
That rupt influence used, but the persons using it must || some one individual? And when the evidence || any degree. And as evidence of the correctness 
aii combine. Individual corruptions are nothing—en- || was ap licable to some one member, what could || of my position, I will give this illustration: Sup- 
were tirely outside of the legitimate inquiry of the com- || the committee do? I repeat, that no one member || ‘ee a member is expelled from this House for 
sf the mittee. It is the corrupt combination of members || was named about whom the committee were to | bribery, would that relieve him from prosecution 
saab alone that the committee had authority and juris- || inquire. We were told to inquire generally for || and punishment in the courts? Nobody will 
athe diction to inquire about, In his judgment, com- || corruption among members of Congress; and how || pretend to say thatan expulsion from this House 
snide. bination constitutes the main element of this breach | could we know where the charge would rest in || would prevent him from being indicted and tried 
facts, of privilege. Sir, your committee was charged || advance? I declare, as one member of the com- || before the courts of the country. The power of 
ce to inquire into corrupt combinations of members, || mittee, that | was ignorant of the names of the || this House only extends to its own protection, 
and to report the evidence thereon. They did || members implicated until they appeared in evi- || We have only the right to remove the member, so 
taati- inquire whether there were corrupt combinations; || dence before the committee. They were all of || that he cannot do any more harm amongst us. 
omen and, in inquiring about that, they found out that || them strangers to me. I had not the slightest || Yet, sir, if this proceeding is such a trial as is 
o the corruption had been used without combinations, || idea, nor do I know that any member of the com- || contemplated by the Constitution, he could not 
and that that was an invasion of the privileges | mittee could point oyt one gentleman who would || be again tried for the offense before any court in 
orm of the House by individual members thereof; and | be implicated. Butasthe investigation progressed || the country; for under the Constitution no man 
ie. under the order of the House, they reported their | individuals were implicated; and what did the || can be twice tried for the same offense. 
hames, ahd the evidence which implicated them, || committee do? Remember that the order under Sir, it is all folly to talk of great constitutional 
ia to and recommended what action was necessary, in i which this investigation was instituted did not || rights in connection with this question. Itis only 
ay be their judgment, for the protection of those priv- | implicate any individuals, generally or or la game of the privileges of the House, and 
lieges. || but when we found that particular individuals || nothing more. If the privileges of this House 
stion, Now, the gentleman might as well tell me that || were implicated—when sufficient testimony had || have been invaded, it is competent for the House 
[ pro- & grand jury, acting on a charge of murder, could '| been taken to require explanation or defense upon || to protect itself. Itis upon the principle of self- 
olved pet if the evidence did not show the party to be || his part, we ordered a copy of such testimony to || protection that this whole case rests. It is upon 
elicit guilty of murder, find an indictment for any lesser || be furnished him, and gave him an invitation to || that foundation, and that alone, whenever a man 
» wid offense. According to the gentleman’s argument || appear -before the committee to cross-examine || outside or inside the House, by his conduct or 
fy all they would be obliged to find an indictment for | the witnesses who had already been examined, || by his corrupt practices invades the privileges of 
n my a or not find an indictment at all. Ido not || and to introduce any witnesses whom he might || the members of this House, it is competent for 
wing f > understand it. I understand that the major || choose to call in his own defense. Sir, the very || the House to judge whether their privileges have 
ment, includes the minor; and that, although a party || first thing an innocent man would have done, || been invaded, and to remove the offender. This 
may be indicted for the highest grade of homicide, || under such circumstances, would have been to || is a power incident to every legislative body; it 
ia yet, if the evidence authorize it, he may be placed || have demanded the witness thus falsely testifying || is incident to every judicial body, even down to 
"ein on trial for a lower grade of homicide. So in || to confront him. — | the lowest justice’s court in the land. They have 
regard to members of the House charged witha || But, sir, these parties were not only invited by || an inherent power of self-protection, a power to 
oe reach of the privileges thereof by corrupt com-'! the committee to come béfore them, and to con- || protect themselves from invasion, and to protect 
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the mselves in the p roper discharge of their legit- 
imate duties; and it is just to that extent, and no 
more, that this House protects its own privileges, 
aud its own legislation, for the Constitution has 
conferred upon it the powers of legislation, or 
rather it is the privilege of our Constitution that 
we shall have the powers of legislation without 
interference improperly outside or inside. We 
have the-right to protect ourselves in the honest 
and incorruptible discharge of our duties as legis- 
lators. 

Suppose, for illustration, that a man of such 
notorious bad character should come into this 
House as a member as that he would be disposed 
to steal from all around him: inste rad of steeped 
to our legislative duties, we should have to take 
care of our pockets; and we could not legislate 
with that freedom which the Constitution contem- 

ylates. Not at all; our attention would have to 
e directed to watch the movements of sucha 
member, and to that extent our privileges would 
be invaded. It would have been an invasion of 
the privileges of this House, and an interference 
with its duty: and it would be the duty of the 
House to expel such a member, on evidence being 
submitted; and the argument is just as forcible 
when you come to examine the member who en- 
deavors to influence his fellow-member by corrupt 
and illegitimate means to cast his vote differently 
from what he ought to do under the Constitution 
and laws of the land, and according to honesty 
aud morality. !tisan interference with the priv- 
ileges of the House, and the whole matter rests 
there; and it was competent for this House, when 
the charge was made that its privileges had been 
violated, to order an inquiry, or to inquire them- 
selves in this Hall, or have ordered their com- 
mittee to do it. They preferred to order their 
committee to do it. That committee has done it, 
and reporte d the evidence to the Hous e,and wh at 
action, in their judgment, was necessary, under 
the order of the House 9 for the protection of the 
privils wes of its members. 

It ismow for this House to say whether they 
will have a further trial or. investigation, or 
whether they will protect their own privileges in 
such manner as may seem to them just and 
proper. For myself, i have no private feeling on 
th is subject. Ngne whatever. ‘The only interest 
which I feel is of a public nature. I care not what 
direction this House may take. They may tale 
any they think proper; but I do insist that the y 

shall make a proper record here; that the record 
they shall make here shall be such a one as will 
show that they understand their privileges, and 
intend to protect them from the corrupt practices 
of individual members, or from a corrupt combi- 
nation of members. The attempt to shield and 
protect individual members against the alleged 
charge of corruption merely upon the technical 
ground that there was no general corrupt combi- 
nation of members, will not, by any means, have 
a tendency to elevate the st: undard of morality in 
the Amer:can House of Representatives. In that 
point of view, as a member of this House, ldo 
feel a public interest in its action, and se riously 
hope that action will be such as to maintain and 
vindicate its dignity and character before the 
American people and the civilized world. 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine 

recise question before the House? 

The SPEAKER. The first question is on the 
motion of the gentleman from New York, that the 
report’ be recommitted with instructions. 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. Whatare the 
instructions? 

The SPEAKER. The proposition will be 
again read 

The Clerk again read the resolution submitted 
by’Mr. Bennert, of New York. 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
on any hypothesis | think it is proper that that 
resolution should prevail, If the proceedings of 
the committee are to be regarded simply as a pre- 
sentment of these members, then it seems to me 
highly proper that we should have the record 
truly before this House, as it was before the 
committee—that we should, in fact, have all this 
testimony printed. If, on the other hand, we are 
to proceed to trial now, and pass on the cases of 
these members 

Mr. CRAIGE, I rise to a question of order. 
I understand that the gentleman from Pennsy!- 





vania (Mr. Porviance) has submitted a proposi- | 


What is the | 


] tion in the netencel an amendment to the resolu- 1 testify against him, under the fire of a ena , 


tion of the gentleman from New York. 


The SPEAKER. It was not stated as an 
amendment. 

Mr. PURVIANCE. I will offer it as an 
amendment, then, before the gentleman proceeds 
further, and in this form: 

Resolved, That this House will forthwith proceed with 
the trial of the Hon. William A. Gilbert ; and the Sergeant- 
ut-Arms be ected to summon F. F.C. Triplett, James R. 
Sweeney, and other witnesses, to appear at the bar of the 
House, and that the said Gilbert be heard by himself or 
counsel, 


Mr. FLORENCE. What does the gentleman 
mean by ** other witnesses ?”’ 


may desire to call. 

Mr. FLORENCE. 
too indefinite. 

The SPEAKER. The amendment is incon- 
sistent with the motion to recommit. If the 
House recommit the subject, it will be impossible 
forthwith to proceed to trial. 


I think the language is 


ceived as an independent proposition, or as a sub- 
stitute; : 
withdraws his motion to recommit, the gentle- 
man’s proposition will then be in order, 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. It is the 
inclination of my mind not only that this new 
matter should be printed, but also that the reso- 
lution suggested by the gentleman from Pennsy!- 
vania should be adopted. In avery few moments 
{ will state my reasons for so thinking. I agree 
with the gentieman from Ohio, [Mr. Sranron,] 
that if the invesuigation of this committee was 
intended only to ascertain whether there was good 


and sufficient reason to pul the gentleman. from | 


New York on his trial, the committee have pro- 
ceeded properly, and | would (ake no exception 
to anything they have done; but if, on the other 
hand, 
Mi uryland intimates, to furnish all the proofs upon 
which the party is to be tried, and the committee 


intended and designed to put him on trial on this | 


testimony, as it has been produced here, then, 


sir, | confess there are many things in the course | 


and action of the committee which appear to me 
to be gre atly exce puonable. As the matter now 
stands, it is highly important that we should 
| have printed and laid before the House all the 
| testimony which was taken before the committee, 

that is to say, all the questions that were pro- 


pounded to, and all the answers w hich were given 


by the witnesses. 
Sir, in my opinion, the duty of this committee 
| was to inquire and ascertain, if they could, 


whether there was sufficient reason to put any | 


member of this House on his tal. If they, upon 


such investigation, became satisfied that there was | 
had been en- 
gaged in corrupt practices, it was, I submit, their | 


reason to believe that any member 


plain duty to report this fact to the House, and 
/ recommend to the House such action as in their 
| judgment might be necessary to bring the party 
implicated to an early, seare hing, and impartial 
investigation. In such examination, I hold that 
it might have been proper, before making a report, 
although such report should look to a fature trial, 
to receive such testimony as the member impli- 
cated should wish to in 
that testimony they might have been persuaded 
that the charges were false and malicious, and 
such as ought not to expose*the member to cen- 
sure or que stion. On such a report being made, 
it would be competent for the House, and be its 
unquestionable duty , ‘0 order a trial at its bar, or 
so far as the taking r of testimony was concerne id, 


Mr. PURVIANCE. Any that the gentleman | 


The proposition | 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania may be re- | 


or, if the gentleman from New York | 


it was intended, as the gentleman from | 


zs - aad ae tat on ty in Ok ak A a ee ee — 


troduce; for by the aid of | 


be fore a committee constituted for that purpose; | 


and , in order to make a plain and distinet issue, 
I do not think it was improper to report the reso- 
lutions which accompanied their report. Adopt- 
ing this course, a fair, just, and open trial could 
have been had. The party implicate ‘dl would have 
appeared before the House or its committee, filed 
his answer, and, upon the making up of an issue, 
be ready to enter upon the investigation. He 
would have been present at the examination of 


the witnesses, and been permitted to cross-ex- | 
amine t} em im tl we pre sence of the committee, or | 


of the House, and thus secured the advautage, 
deemed so important in all criminal prosecutions, | 
of exposing to the view of his judges the manner, 
! spirit, and bearing of the witnesses, called to 
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Vy 
seruti nizing, and rigid cross-examination. 


And in any other way, I would earnestly in 
quire, is it possible that a fair and just trial can be 
assured to any man who is charged, as this ma) 
has been charged, by the testimony of witnesses 
whose veracity is called in question? It seems 
to me it is not; my views may be old- -fashioned, 
and I may be mistaken; but I cannot help think. 
ing that, in a case where such tremendous con. 
sequences are involved—when an individual is tg 
be tried for-what is dearer to him than life, his 
good name, and where the judgment, if he be 
found guilty, will consign him to disgrace as long 
as he lives, and fix an ‘indelible stigma upon his 
children=—w hen a man to whom ‘has been in- 
trusted the high and honorable duty of represent. 
ing an intellige nt and uncorrupted and proud con- 
stituency in the American Congress, is to be tried 
for the dete stable offense of corruption in office, 
and such awful consequences impend over him— 
the strictest and simplest principles of justice— 
of that justice which, to deny, is like neither God 
nor man—demand that he shall be permitted to 
meet his witnesses face to face, and eye to eye; 
and to exhibit to his peers and judges the kind 
of evidence —its real weight and value — upon 
which they are to act. I cannot resist the con- 
viction that this is the only course consistent with 
the privileges of this House, and the privileges 
of its members, which are to "be regarded as well 
as the privileges of the House, and are indeed a 
part of them. When the committee had made 
their report, the object for which it was appointed 
was accomplished; its functions were ended—at 
least until new power and authority shall be given 
to it. 

I do not understand that there is any precedent 
against this course. ‘That referred to by the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. Davis] is not incon- 
sistent with it, and will be found on examiuation 
to fail him utterly. In Smith’s case, to which the 
gentleman has referred, before the Senate pro- 
ceeded to vote, witnesses were examined, anda 
trial had at the bar of the Senate. 

A friend has handed me the sixth volume of 
the Congressional Globe, from which, on page 
323, | will read from the re ‘marks of John Quincy 
Adams—the “ old man eloquent,”’ as he was 
ferred to by the gentleman from Maryland, [1 
D. avis.] Mr. Adams said: 


“The committee had eutirely transcended its power. Te 
said nothing was contained in the resolution to judicate that 
any member of the House, or any other person, was to be 
tried by the committee ; and he contended that the House 
had no power to delegate aly authority io the committee to 
try any member, for it was the privilege of every mem 
to be heard and tried by the House itself He also insisted 
on a strict construction of the rule in Jefferson’s Mann: 
as necessary (or the security of the rights of members and 
their constituents.” 

5 

And here let me stop a moment, and suppose 
a case. Suppose a time of high party excite- 
ment, and when the expulsion of one, two, or 
three members, might change the political major- 
ity, or a majority upon a particular measure: 
might it not be important, in order to preserve the 
rights of the constituents of a member, and to 
secure the expression of their will, that when their 

tepresentative is put upon trial for an offense, 
trumped up, it may be, forthe occasion, their voice 
shall not be stifled by his summary e ape sion 
from the House by any unusual and extraor 
nary proceedings, which the passions, the e xeite- 
ments, the fears, or the miserable cowardice ot 
the hour, may instigate or permit? For, although 
a vote of two thirds is required to expel a mein- 
ber, I take it but few men would remain in the 
House after a majority should have declared 
against them. 

He goes on to say: 

“ He cited some authorities, and referred to the case of 
fon. John Sinith, in the Senate, during the Administration 
of Mr. Jefferson, m support of the ground he hi rd taken. 
He hoped there would be no delay in proceeding to an €%- 
amination of the facts; and if the course be had indicated 
should be taken, there wouldbe no need of printing at pres 
ent, bee ause the report would go to the commitice to be 
amended.’ 

Sir, | understand that it has not been the uni- 
form practice of this Hlouse to proceed as this 
committee have undertaken to proceed; and 
| know, and the House now knows, that Jon 
‘| Quincey Adams denounced this way of tying 4 
member. Sir, I am aware of no case which 1s 
a precedent for this peoceceene > ; certainly no 
authority for it can be found in the cases of the 
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Ds gentle men from South Carolina at the first ses- and did he have the power to decide what ques- Mr. CADWALADER,. The gentleman from 
if the present Congress, for there they were || tions should be put, and what not? and to see || Maine, as I understand, states the ease of Mr. ; 
i ved in the resolution itself, ; || to it that the record should be made in such a way || Gitserrt as though the only question was depend- 
@ Mr. ORR. Only one name. | as should suit and protect him? What right had || ent on the statement of the witnesses. I desire 
an Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I understand || he, after he had given answers, every word of | the gentleman from Maine to answer this ques- 
eg afier the resolution was reported, it was || which was taken down, to insist that those an tion if he see proper. Is not this the statement 
ng red, and that the name of one of the parties | swers should be expunged, and with them of Mr. Ginsert under oath? 
d, tricken out, and the House refused to sus- || questions of the committee? What right had he ite « ' to defeat Bennett. he would be 
a tain the resolution as reported by the committee || to say that they should not go before the H ; Hing to put his book in at cost, or even less than cost. 
. one of the members included in it, [Mr. || Sir, have witnesses summoned by order of Bria, acne Anak al collated Bae mg to Sing negate why 
. r ° | | , ‘ iair roemunerative price ; and asked him what he could fu 
to uunpson,] for the reason that his name was || House of Representatives the power to dict nish the work dor? He afterwards informed me what he 
Lig notin the resolution under authority of which the || what shall go before the House and what sha!! id furnich it for, and said he did not care what became 
be committee acted, and that he had no notice of \| not? Can they nullify the orders of the House || of «ny exces 
ng what was being done by them. || and annihilate its committees, and expunge thei Now L ask the gentleman from Maine whether, 
his Mr. McQUEEN. One of my colleagues who || records ? . if this proposed appropriation had been increased 
ine was reported against was not named in the res-|} Mr. FLORENCE. I rise toa pointof order. | under the proposed legislation, and if the appli- 
nt- tion. Mr. ORR. I hope the gentleman will with- | cant for that legislation is willing to take a lower 
n= Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. Well, if the | draw any objection. I have a regard for the im- price, and a member of Congress suggests to him 
ied gentleman from. South Carolina is correct, we | portant and valuable time of the House which is) a higher price, and then receives with faver or 
ce, ave the fact that the House itself, at the last ses- |! being frittered away. toleration the suggestion that that applicant for 
Jom 1, placed its disapprobation upon a proceeding The SPEAKER. It is not proper for the gen- | legislation did not care what became of the ex- 
~ of this kind; so we have the authority of this || tleman to characterize the debates of the House in || cess—I ask him whether, in such a case, that 
rod very House against the line of proceeding recom- || that way. The gentleman will state the point of | member of the House does not admit his guilt? 
| to mended by the committee. bor the reason I | order to which he rises. Does he not admit it when he encourages an’ 
ye; have stated, that member was discharged; for I |} Several Mempers. Oh, donot makea point. applicant for legislation to ask a higher price? I 
ind esume that the reasons which the gentleman |} Mr. FLORENCE. Wel', I am a very easily || want to know if any gentleman can be found in 
10n rom Ohio [Mr. Stanron] says influenced him |! persuaded person; but my point of order is this: | this House who desires to vote on anything but 
on- controlled many others; and therefore it is that I || that the gentleman [ Mr. W asuburn, of Maine] || the admission of Mr. Gitperr? 
ith ay that this very House, by its own decision, || is arraigning the motives of the committee; that Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I certainly 
reg and within a few months, has declared that it || he is censuring the committee for their action; | cannot answer that question, because I did not 
vell would not proceed to try and convict an individ- || that he is representing the character of the report || hear and do not understand the half of it. I tell 
da ial member not named In the original resolution || as untruthful in its nature, and that it is not in || the gentleman from Pennsylvania that | am rot 
ade of inquiry, and who had not been present before | order for the gentleman to thus arraign the mo- |! discussing the evidence, or intimating any opin- 
ed » conimittee, upon objection being made, and || tives of gentlemen of the House. ion on the merits at this time. Ido not mean to 
—at where the facts are contested. | The SPEAKER. The Chair did not under- || prejudge this case; and | ask him if he does? 
ven There is, it must be perceived, a strong and || stand the gentleman from Maine as arraigning | Does he mean to decide the case without hearing 
obyious propriety, in any case, and under any || the motives of the committee. He eriticised—as | the testimony as it was given in fact, and without 
lent circumstances, where disputed facts are involved, |; he had a right to do—the report of the committee. || a trial ? 
rene it there should be an open trial accorded to. any | Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I was notar- || Mr. CADWALADER. I will answer the gen- 
on- member arraigned for improper conduct by the || raigning the motives of the committee. I know || tleman—— 
LION House. If we would be careful to do no injustice || too well my duty as a member of the House, | Mr. PURYEAR. I insist that these interrup- 
the to any man—if we would be clear in our ow1i |; know too well the proprieties of the House, and || tions shall be discontinued, and that the gentle- 
r0- minds, and be ready to meet every challenge, the || I have too much respect for those gentlemen in- | man having the floor shall be allowed to go on 
ida members of this House will not permit themselves dividually, to arraign their motives. But I have || with his remarks under the rules of the House. 
toarraign, try, condemn, and sentence one of their || a right to criticise their acts, and to endeavor to || Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I am now 
> of number, without affording him an opportunity to |! show that the circumstances attending their re- || speaking on the preliminary matter touching this 
age exculpate himself on a fair and open trial. But || port are such as to make necessary some further | trial. 1 am not desirous of screening Mr. Giu- 
cy whether this open trial in the face of day, where the || examination to enable members to vote intelli- | BERT, or any man; I am not arguing for Mr. 
re- party accused may confront the witnesses against || gently, and so that they shall be satisfied, after | Gitpert, or for any man here. I am simply 
Mr. him, and those who are to pronounce judgment || the fatal word shall be uttered, (if uttered it must || desiring a fair trial for him, or what candid and 
may have an opportunity to see and hear them, if || be,) each man in his own mind, that he has done | disinterested men would regard as a fair trial— 
0 they choose, be what the humblest citizen, and || right. 1 think that somehow and in some way | one whose result will have moral power with the 
tat every citizen, high or low, in place or outof it, may || they have acted strangely, and in a manner which || people. Itis important that justice be done, and 
cS demand, I submit that, after the developments of || cannot be approved by the sober and deliberate || also that it be known that it has been done. Lam 
e 10 this morning, there should be no doubt remaining || judgment of the House. The witness in this | stating the way in which I believe a fair trial can 
se in the mind of any man as to the propriety of || caSe had unquestionably a right to qualify what | be had,and the only way, as the case now stands. 


such a trial in this case; and I desire to know if 
honorable gentlemen are prepared, are equal to 
the task of rushing this man to doom onacharge 
that, if proved, should render him infamous for- 


| he had said. He had a right, if he was incor- 
rectly reported, to make all necessary and proper 
correctiens; and that was the extent of his right. 





I have said that I thought it was necessary 


| and proper that Mr. Girpert should be allowed 


to examine witnesses, and to confront them upon 


ose But it is claimed by gentlemen of the commit- | the taking of the very testimony upon which 
San, ever, upon a record iike that which has been dis- || tee that he has a right, where there is no dispute | judgment is to be rendered. I do believe, from 
af closed this morning? Sir, he may be innocent, || as to the accuracy of the report of what he stated |) what has transpired here to-day, and from an in- 
jo or he may be guilty—I am willing to know which || —where he did not choose to qualify or correct || spection of the printed testimony, that an exam- 
an before I vote. || what he said, but simply desired to strike it out || ination of witnesses before the House, for it is 
. the Now, sir, if I understood the gentleman from || altogether, and with it the question of the com- || too late in the session to have it before a com- 
} to Maryland and the gentleman from South Caro- || mittee—that he has the right so to strike out. || mittee, is necessary for the vindication of the 
heir lina this morning, they stated that there had been || But I say that the committee should not have | House and for the ends of justice. It strikes me 
nse, uo suppression or omission of the testimony || permitted him to do so. Why did they permit him | that no individual who has a single desire to have 
e which was given before the committee; that the || to do it? Was it because he suggested to them that || impartial justice meted out here can oppose this 
w witnesses had merely been permitted to vary and || these answers might have a tendency to destroy his | proposition. The examination of the witnesses, 
ll correct their testimony; but that there was noth- || testimony? Sir,is it not the very question atissue | Sweeney and Triplett, may be commenced at 
- ing like suppression—nothing like the omission |, before the House, whether the testimony of tle || once and closed to-day. I am willing and pre- 
of of questions and answers, fully written out, and || witnesses is to be taken as true or false? And | pared to sit here till it shall be finished, and then 
ugh which needed no change or qualification to make || did the committee think it comported with their |, to vote. I will interpose no dilatory motions. I 
ein them correct. But, sir, what was not printed has || duty to the House to deprive its members of the || will shirk no issues. I will stand on no techni- 
the been read from the Clerk’s desk this morning; || means of judging of the credibility of the wit-|| calities; and when I know how to vote, no act or 
ased and how does the case appear now? It seems || nesses? Is there any other question to be decided | word of mine shall arrest for a single moment the 

that question after question was put and answered || by us than the question as to the credibility ofthis | taking of the question. 
which do not appear in the printed testimony at || man Sweeney, and of the other man Triplett ? for The only question before us now, as the case 
se | all, nor does any hiatus appear indicating that || if what they testified be true, I agree with the com- | is presented, is as to the credibility of these wit- 
ation any thing had been omitted; and it now looks as | mittee that the offense is sustained, and I will vote | nesses; and the testimony which has just now 
nk if it was understood by the committee, and by all || without hesitation for the resolution reported by come before the House is important as bearing 
en persons present at the time, that these were ques- || the committee, and for the expulsion of the mem- || on that question, for it suggests great doubt as 
pres “ons and answers under oath, and a portion of | ber. There is no other question; there is no other || to the fairness and truthfulness of Sweeney; and 
to be ‘he testimony, taken by the committee; for clearly || issue. We want to know precisely how it is in || I have a right to have that doubt removed. Are 
4s questions and answers they were written down || reference to these witnesses, and we have a right || the witnesses to be believed or not? That is, I 
uni by the stenographer, and neither the committee || to know. If the members of the House were not || repeat, the question for us. If we believe these 
this hor the witness suggested that any of those an- | present at the taking of this testimon ,and if the || witnesses, then the party is guilty, and should be 
nd I Swers were incorrectly given, or that the words |, member accused was not present, is there not the | expelled. If they are not to be believed, then, 
John of the Witness were not precisely stated. greater reason for presenting fully and accurately | unless there be something in the point stated by 
' But it is said that the testimony was stricken || all that transpired before the committee, and why | the gentleman from Pennsylvania, (Mr. Capwat- 
out by the request of the witness. What right ADER,] (but it is time enough to examine that 

1e 





had t witness to strike out questions as well as 
suswers? Did the witness control the committee? 


these proceedings should, so to speak, be daguer- 
| 


reotyped, as near as possible, for the view of the || 


| House? 


i! tion of the committee oug 


when the party is <n ou ame) the epee: 
it to be negatived. 
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Sweeney is the most important witness in the 
case. After he‘had given his testimony—and his 
answers were taken down by the clerk, and writ- 
ten out in full—he, ata subsequent meeting of the 
committee, asks that portions of it shall be ex 
punged. Why? Because he did not make the 
answers as takendown? No,for nosuch reason; 
but because, if permitted to stand, they m 
injure his credibility, and the House be enabled 
the better Lo pass its judgm«e nt on the o: ly prac- 
tical question before it. And the committec did 
nol press the questions to full answers, it would 
seem, because such answers would, or might, as 
the witness alleged, break him down. Why so 
tender of the witness, and so regardless of the 
rights ofa member? Why was it deemed import- 
ant to shield a witness who, by his own confes- 
sion, would be in danger of breaking down, if 
pressed to further answers ?—a witness who had 
already decided the question, and had told the | 
committee that they had already enough to con- | 
vict the member? Was this the way to inform 
the judgment and conscience of the House? 

The gentleman from Georgia, in the examina- 
tion before the committee, put this question: 


‘It ts due to the witnesses who have testified before, 
that they should be corroborated, and therefore we ask you 
the question.” 


Now, I understand that it appears from the 
record that no other witness had testified before, 
which the testimony here sought to be obtained 
would corroborate; and the gentleman from Geor- 
gia himself admitted, if | understood him cor- 
rectly, that no witness had testified whose test- 
mony would be corrovorated by any answer the 
withess could give. 

But, Mr. Speaker, [ will not detain the House 
longer upon this subject. I am not one of those, 
if there be any suca here, who is disposed to 
postpone action upon this qui suion. I want action 
at this se ssion, and without unnecessary delay. 
If there was more time I should be in favor of 
referring these cases to this committee, or to an- 
other committee, for (heexamimation of witnesses, 
in the presence of the member, and preliminary 
to the verdict of the Liouse; but the time is too 
short for that. I fear, if we were to do it, we 
should not be able to come to any conclusion 
upon the matter during the present session. We 
are just at the close of the session; we have other | 
and important business to transact; and itis neces- 
sary that we should move with as littl delay as 
possible to insure final action at this time. The 
country expects a trial; and it is due to the coun- 
try and the House that there should be a trial, 
and a decision, before Congress adjourns, 

Mr. CADWALADER. In the course of the 
remarks of the gentleman from Maine, [Mr. 
W asupurn,] he said that the case of the accused 
member [Mr. Gitpert] depended wholly upon 
the testumony of the witnesses Triplett and Swee- 
ney. Ithen, with the permission of the gentle- 
man from Maine, interposed in order to invite his 
attention to the admission of the accused party 
in his own statement upon oath, on page 79 of 
the tesumony, in the words: 

* He stated, if necessary to defeat Bennett, he would be 
willing to put his book in at cost, or even less than cost. I 
replied that if the book was adopted, it should be at a feir 


remuncrative price; and asked hisva what he could furnich tre 
t 


work for? He afterwards informed me what he could tur 
nish it for; and said he did not care what became of any ex 
cess.”? 

[ called the attention of the gentleman to this 
admission of guilt, pointing out what I thought 
its effect. A matter of proposed legislation is 
a subject of conversation between the party in- 
terested in obtaining it aud a member of the legis- 
lauve body. The party interested is willing to 
take a lote price. The legislator suggests in effect 
that the price ought to be higher. The party in- 
terested, under the influence of this sugzestion, 
names a higher price, and says that he does not 
care what becomes of the excess. LTasked the gen- 
tleman from Maine how the existence of such an 
excess could be suggested otherwise than from a 
corrupt motive?) How an excess of price in which 
the party nominally interested felt no real interest | 
could have been anything but the price of corrup- 
tien? How such an excess could properly exist at || 
all? And how it could honestly arise upon the 
suggestion of the member of this House ¢ 

The gentleman from Majne replied by asking |, 
whether | was prepared to cast my vote upon this || 
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| moy be necessary, in order to promote the.ends 


answer of the party on trial in this proceeding. [ | 
now rise to answer this question. 

As at presen advised, | am certainly prepare d 
to vote in the case upon this admission of the 
member that he has permitted himself to be thus 
tampered with — has permitted and indulged, if 
he has not invited it. I will briefly give my 
rensons 


We are not try i th > case of an alles: d horse- 





thief in a court of quarter sessions, according to 
the course of criminal jurisprudence in our com- 
mon law tribunals. We are trying a question of 
privilege, technically so called; and we are trying 
it according to the method of parliamentary pro- 
ceedings. ‘The system of proceeding in a parlia- 
mentary body, in a matter of privilege, is of a | 
distinctive and peculiar character. It has been 
decided by the Supreme Court of the United | 
States, and by this House, that we have an inhe- | 
rent jurisdiction in a proceeding of this kind, and | 
that the method of proceeding is the method of 
this peculiar system of parliamentary law. Inde- 
pendently of this more general jurisdiction, the | 
present proceeding 1s under a jurisdiction ex- 
pressly conferred by the Constitution. We are 
trying a question ofthe qualification of this mem- 
ber to retain a seat in this House. The Consti- 
tution has made this House the judge of the qual- 
ifications of its members, and has given it the 
power of expulsion. We are thus judges of the 
question, whether a man who will allow bimself 
to be tampered with, as the member from New 
York (Mr. Girpert] acknowledges that he has 
permitted limself to be tampered with, is entitled 
to retain aseat upon this floor. The Constitution, 
in prescribing that this House, a parliamentary 
body, shall be the judge to decide this question, 
prescribes in effect the mode in which we shall 
exercise our judicial function. The only proper 
method of exercising it, then, is that which is 
according to the usage of parliamentary bodies. 
Now, this peculiar mode of proceeding, like all 
judicial proceedings, has its advantages and its | 
disadvantages. The trial by jury has its advant- 
aves and its disadvantages. So has a’trial con- | 
ducted according to the parliamentary method. 
One of the advantages of « criminal proceeding 
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February 25, 


the contrary; but this is, I presume, at the present 
| day, the rule in this country in a parliamentary 


proceeding I think that ina case of privil: re, 
the party implicated hasa right to be heard oy 
his oath if he desires it, though the committee 
appear to have entertained a different opinion 
upon this, as an abstract question. Tt is, how- 
ever, certain that if he chooses to come forward, 
either before a committee, or in the House, and 
make a statement on oath, or notupon oath, which 
is received, and becomes a_part of the recorded 
proceedings, we have the right to decide that he 
shall be tried upon his own statement. Of this 
hecannotcomplain. If we decide upon it, throw- 


| ing aside all other testimony, we do him full jus. 


tice when we proceed to render judgment upon 
his deliberately prepared statement. I say, then, 
that, in this case, if all the other evidence were set 
aside, this member might very justly and very 
oroperly be tried, and the judgment rendered upon 
Ris own recorded admission. When find, from 
this admission, how this member allowed himself 
to be tampered with—when I find him suggesting 


} s . 5 ~ os 
| what results in creating an excess of price which 


the party apparently to receive it does not care to 


| receive—when I find him listening patiently to 


the declaration, that this party does not care what 
becomes of this excess, I ask again the question, 
which [ asked of the gentleman from Maine; and 
Linvite areply. Lask how could such an excess 
be created—how could it exist for an honest pur- 
pose? ELow could such a suggestion be patiently 
entertained, nay encouraged, unless for a corrupt 
purpose? ‘ 

I do not see how there couid be a confession of 





| a criminal, charged in a common-law indictment, 


| been ati accomplice, taken from the criminal dock 


worst informer. 


according to the course of the common law is, 4: 


that the inquisitorial and the judicial functions 
are always exercised distinctly, and independ- 
ently each of the other. A trial in a parliament- 
ary body, except in the sinele case of impeac h- 
ment, is attended with no such advantage. The 
present proceeding. has no analogy to a case of 
impeachment. One of the disadvantages attend- 
ant upon the investigation and adjudication of a 
question of privilege like the present is, that the 
inquisitorial and the judicial functions are una- 
voidably blended. From the inherent nature of 
the proceeding, these two functions are, to some 
extent, exercised cotemporaneously by the same 
body. According to the settled practice of the 
Senate, and of this House, they may be exercised 
from the commencement of the proceeding at the 
bar of the House, or their exercise m ty be dele- 
gated, in the primary stage of proceeding, to a 
select portion of the House. The select committee 
in this case has done all that was in its power to | 
prevent injustice from the compound character of | 
the functions which it was compelled to exercise 
from the nature of the proceeding. 

The argument of some of those gentlemen who 
now desire to arrest the progress of this proceed- 
ing is, that we must conduct it in all respects 
according to the analogies of proceedings at the 
common law where a manischarzed with acrime. 
L admit that these analogies are.not to be wholly 
lost sight of. It is an important principle that 
we are, ina proceeding like the present, to regard || 
these analogies, as far as an observance of them 





of justice, But the principle goes no further than || 
may be required for this purpose. Its applica- || 
tion in some cases may possibly involve points 
of difficulty. In the present case there can be no 
difficulty. | 

The distinctive and characteristic incident ofa 
parliamentary investigation like the present is, 
that the House is competent lo determine, at every || 
stage of the proceeding, what is the question upon 
which it is required to act. Now, in a common- 
law court, a party cannot be compelled to answer 
on oath a charge, When his answer may criminate | 
himself. There are parliamentary precedents to "! 


more convincing of guilt. The question, there- 


fore, is not alone what Sweeney or Triplett may 
have testified, but what Mr. Gitpearr hag himself 
admitted. Sir, if either of these witnesses had 
‘’ 
and put upon the stand in the witness box, this 
confession would have been such a confirmation 
of His testimony as to prevail against any dis- 
credit from the most tainted reputation of the 


confession, unless the member charged, whom I 
would rather have heard, in person, wpon the sub- 


| ject, can rise and correct, or qualify, and remove 


the effect of what he has here stated, my vote will 
be given upon his own answer. 

Mr. GILBERT. Lask the gentleman to read 
the next paragraph. 

Mr. CADWALADER. I wil! read it to the 


House: 


“He (Triplett) afterwards informed me what he couid 
furnish it for, and said that he did not care what became of 
any excess. IT do pot know wiat Sweeney may fiave told 
him of ny views or purposes, mor what mierence he (Trip 
lett) may have drawa in regard Lo thei, from what Sw 
ney may have told hing and iroin the circumstances as t)) 
were presented to his mind. No agreement was made w 
me by Mr. Triplett. Sweeney, or any other person, wheret 
I was to have, or did expect to have, any besefit froin tie 
passage of the resolution, IT never knew of, or had the r 
motest idea of, the existeace of tie writing or order until 
aiter it was produced before the conunittee.’ 


I have now read the whole; and [ ask what 


| the additional matter imports? I ask whether it 


imports any difference that the corrupt wages of 


| the iniquity were not to pass into his own pocket? 


Though this were so, the thing was, in its in- 
herent nature, corrupt —that a member of this 
body could have encouraged an applicant for 
legislation to ask of the United States a higher 


; compensation than that applicant admitted him- 


| self willing to take. 
| a prostitution of legislative integrity; and whether 


It was, from its very nature, 


the wages of the corruption passed into the pocket 
of one conspirator or the other, matters not. It 
was a prostitution of legislative integrity for this 


' member to allow such a thing to-be said, and to 
|| tolerate the man who said it. \The difference !s 


about as great as a difference on the question who 


| will receive the wages of a progncatine negotiated 
_ by the pander of a brothe 
‘| ment, is the effect of the gentleman’s admission. 


. Such, in my judg- 


Mr. KEITT. Mr. Speaker, I do not propose 


| now to discuss the weight of the testimony which 
| has been elicited by the speciat committee whose 


report is now before me. My object is, as Colo- 
nel Benton once said, ‘to vindicate the truth of 
history”’in a matter which has been just referred 


‘| to, and at the same time to bring to the minds of 


some gentlemen what may be regarded as Some 
slight inconsistency, and also to show them that, 


But upon the simple ground of 
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on ana occasion, they had not the same ten- 
der regard for the privileges of this House which 
ostentatiously exhibit. | he ive al- 
jy stated that I would not say anything abo ut 
. stimony, and I will not do it now. sf feel, 
d I have felt, that the charge upon which the 
member from ‘New York [Mr. Gu.sert] i is on 
:} is one which greatly concerns the character 
dignity of the country, and that a decent 
enect for ‘public opinion, a proper se nsitiveness 
sur own honor, and a just appreciation of the 
‘bl iic weal, re quire a prompt ad rginistr: ition of 
tice, Whether for acquittal or condemnation. 
1 have felt, and I now feel, that this is an ecca- 
on of unusual solemnity, and that in this Inquest 
of the country ,and this trial between the Re- 
ublic and the imneached members of this House “ 
the scales should be held justly and impartially, 
and charity require d, that every doubt should be 
given to those whose character’: had been im- 
neached, and whose conduct had been arraigned. 


they now so 


U nwarped by prejudice as far as can be, and un- 


biased by personal feeling, I shall act, at least 


my vote shall be given, unstained by ill- will— | 


given as it may be. 
But, sir, | wish to call the attention of some 


members upon this floor to a case in point, with | 


which they ought to be familiar. 
»w out of the discussion upon the report of the 
mmittee: 
ondly, as to the weight and character of the 
stimony. 
about the weight and character of the testimony; 
but | will say that all these dilatory motions look, 
If ear, to the entire suppression of all action on 
the part of the House. What I shall say shall 
be ‘upon the mode of proe eeding adopted by the 


Two questions | 
first, as to the mode of procedure; and | 


At this time I propose to say nothing | 


committee, and the action recommended to the | 
House to purge itself of impurity and corrup- | 


tion. The member from Maine 


sa 


:{Mr. Wasnsurn] 


id that the same rules should apply to this case 





which were applied to the case of my late col- | 


league, [Mr. Brooks,}) which was before the 
House last summer, and which so deeply involved 
ud inflamed the public mind. I am willing that 
that course shall be pursued. Let us see what 

at course was. On the 23d of May ultimo, @ 


tation of expulsion against my colle agcue. He | 
may have been asked to go to the committee-room 
and confront witnesses; but he did not go. The 
committee brought in their resolution of expul- 
sion. e s that a grand inquest? Did we hear 


then of a trial at the bar of the House? Were we 
then told that the committee could only’ act as a 
grrand jury, a i make a presentment for trial be- 
fore the He Were we then informed that the 
evidence t a; n 7 fore the committee Was no eVi- 


dence, either because the 


reportas ‘lhe res 


committee could not 
‘lution for expulsion, or be- 

id not been confronted and 
ed by the accused ?» Whatthen was 
said of the committee having transcended its 
authority, or of the privilege ofta member to con- 
i W hose 
hamber cried 
out against this Star-Chamber secrecy? Who then 
demanded, in the name of justice and the Con- 
stitution, th: ut witnesses should be brought before 
the bar of the House and examined? None; not 


cause the witnesses | 


cross-eXami 


front the witness on the examination? 


volee on t} t? op iOSLte sid of the ( 


one. Then the thing was all right. Yes, sir, it | 


had come like Minerva from the brow of Jove, 
full armed and panoplied from the brains of the 
committee, ripe for action, and the House was 
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asked to hurry on in its action, though weeks and | 


weeks of the session remained, that the 
business en not be impeded. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohi: ». I desire to inter- 
rupt the gentleman from South Carolina, if he 
will allow me. 

Mr. KEITT. Certainly. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. 
that during the discussion of that day I repeat- 
edly said, as chairman of that committee —— 

Mr. KEITT. I do not wish to throw the 
slightest censure upon the gentleman. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. That I would not 
move the previous question so long as the gentle- 
men implicated or were concerned desired to dis- 
cuss the question. 


Mr. KEITT. I 


public 


I remember well 


vcquit the gentleman from 


; Ohio from everything 


res solution was introduced into this House in re- | 


ition to the assault of the late Mr 


. Brooks upon 
Mr. Senator Sumner. While it was pending, 


Mr. Brooks said as follows: 

‘When I rose a few moments ago, not one word of vio 
lence would have escaped me, nor would | have violated 
the propriety of this House. 
responsibility upon myself, and to state tothe House, 


é 


I only desired to take the | 


on the honor of a genticman, that nota human being on | 


this earth kKuew wien or where the transaction intended 
would oceur.”’ 

In the resolution which had been offered, my 
name had been incorporated, and it was in refer- 
ence to that fact that he made that declaration. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Haven] 
then said: 

_*T only desire to say that [ concur with the gentleman 
from Ohio as to the propriety of this investigation, but i 
thik that we may do injustice by including the names of 

iL the genticmmen trom South C apoiina in tie resolution ; 


id T suggest to him the propriety of omitting One of those 
names.”? 





He knew my late colleague; and though he 
ditfered from him in the propriety of the course 
Which he had pursued, and believed thatthe House 
ought and could legitimately take cognizance of 


th 
he knew that the declaration could be relied on 
in all its fullness and integrity. 


| ber from the State of South Caro 


The gentleman | 


from Ohio, (Mr. Campsex.,) who introduced the | 


resolution, also then said: 


“ Hearing the assurance of the gentleman from South 
Carolina, [Mr. Brooks,] whose veracity I would not ques- 
Won in reterence to his colleague, (Mr. Keitt,] 1 yield to 
the appeals made to me}; intending, under no circum- 
stances, to do injustice to any person, either by direct or by 
indirect means. T will modify my resolution 80 as to leave 
out Loe second name in the resolution—that of Mr. Keitt.”’ 


Theresolution was then reformed, and it passed 
in the following terms: 


* Whereas it is represented, that on the 22d day of May, 
“53, Hon. Preston 8. Brooks, a member of this House 
from the State of South Jarolina, and other members,”’ &c. 


|| SAY HOW, in VOttng, that L did 


The resolution contained no other name than | 


that of Mr. Brooks, and under that resolution 
the committee was appointed; under it the com- 
mittee acted, and all the powers it had it derived 
trom that resolution. he committee met and 
acted; and how did itact? It brought in a reso- 


li see it. 


i 


| that was upon the passage 
e act, he knew that he was a man of honor, and || 


| State, who had just arrived 


Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. I will further 
add that netther of the rentlemenimplicated asked 
upon that occasion forany further hearing. 

Mr. KEITT. Nota particle. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I desire to say to the gentle- 
man from South Carolina that Land oth 
men around me voted against the 1 





‘ry gentle- 
esoluuion in 
reference to himself and Mr. Epmunpson, not so 
much upon the { 


! 1; ° ! ! 
believed that the 


. < ' 
facts o vecause we 


e in Inquiring beyond 


the case as 


committe 


the principais engaged “im that transaction had 
exceeded their powers. 
Rt. KE ¢ - 
Mr. AT E I come now to the considera- 
tion of ; r point, which will give a sufficient 
answer “2 “tha remarks of the gentleman fro \ 
Oh . Mr j | Nn. ] 
} ds vil. Ni IOLS. } Have read the resi lu- 
tion under which that commitiee was ppointed: 


‘‘ Whereas the Hon. Preston S. Brooks, a mem- 
bllich, and oth r 
Now. air. ur he declar f . 
sVOW, Sir, Upon Lie Geciar On OF my 
,and upon the admission of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio who offered the resolution, 
the chairman o f ine commillee, My hame was 
taken out of the resolution. I th 

‘Since my name has 
tion” — 


niembers. 
" 
late coll acut 


tele 
Lsuids 


been withdrawn trom the rezoalu- 


of the. original res- 
olution— 


* T shall vote; if it had been retained, 1 should not have 
vote As, however, it was introdnecd into the resolution 
ovigiaally, an th ifi«e matier, | wish to 
ot Ruaw t ¢ tune When, nor 
the place where, this act would be committed. Aml when 
it was committed, [ was behind the chair of the President, 
where | had been talking with a genueman trom my own 





d ia connecuion Wi 


I did not see the beginning 
of it, therefore | had not the slightest concert with my col- 
league, nor did [ know when or where it would occur.” 
That resolution passed with my name specially 
stricken out. The committee conducted its pro- 


ceedings in se crecy at least to me, and introduced | 


witnesses without my knowing anything of their 
being introduces d, or of their testimony. I was 
informed, after the testimony had been taken, that 
there had been allusions to me, and that it would 
be put into my hands. I said I did not care to 
I cared nothing about it, I cared nothing 


| about the report of the committee, nor about the 


action of the House. I would not have turned 
on my heels to have changed either. The first ), 
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tion was to be introduced against me was when I 
was stepping from the wharf upon a steamer ip 
Baltimore, on my way home, and that intinmtion 
l rot from the New Yort k He rrald, whose 
spondent had found it out the night before, 
Well, sir, they came up on this 
the <ote was taken; and now I wish to see bow 
ventlemen voted. Let me state the case: 
olution ts offered, in which my name appears; ex 
planationsare made,and the 
taken out; under 


corre 
showing, and 
nres 


omy vame isspectally 
this resolution the committee is 
appointed; they take testimony without a word 
being s aid to me; after they have 

with the tes Amon sage v inform me that allusix 
have been made to me, and that I may read 
evidence, and, if | choose, appear 


rone iI rou n 
nn 
he 
before them 
mysclf. The 
evidence, however, against me, is closed before I 
aim informed concerning even its existence. Under 
those circumstances, the report of the committee 
comes in to the House. And now let us see what 
was the action of certain gentlemen, who are so 
tenderly concerned for the character of the Elouse 
and the privileges of its members. I find that on 
the resolution of disapprobation or censure against 
me, brought in under the circumstances | have 
stated, various g: ‘nile men, some of whom I will 
name, voted ‘fay.’” Tere are the names of tsracs 
W ASHBURN, Tres of Maine; Henry Benner, of 
New York; Mr. Grew, of Pennsylvania; Mr. 
Marreson, of New York; Mr. Gitpert, of New 
York; Mr. Wercn, of Connecticut: and Mr. 
Purviance, of Pennsylvania, voting in the affirm- 
ative. Now, sir, what explanation can thoss 
| me mi ers give? Can they say it was simply a 
resolution of disapprobation? 

Sir, ge ntlemen aan somethine or nothing. 
And can it be that they occupied the time of this 
House, day after day, and that they spread the 

| resolution and their votes upon the Journal of the 
House, when they meant nothing? Can it be that 
you can violate the legal rules of evidence, that 
you can infringe upon the privileges of the mem 
bers of this House when tt does not go quite to 
the extent of involving his right to a seat upon 
this floor? Youexpressed your disapprob: ! 


and examine witnesses, and testify 


woh. 
In other words, you expressed. a censure and 
rebuke. And do you take the ground that you 
can express a censure and rebuke in violation of 
all the laws of evidence, and of all the privileges 
of this House—in violation &lso of what you call 
a constitutional right? Can you do that? If you 
cannot do that, then you were mistaken at that 
| time, or ate have changed your opinions since, 
if you now say that the action In this case isa 
violation 1 of right, Either you thought then that 
it was a violation of right, ornot. If you thought 
then that it was a violation of right, you voted to 
expel one member, and censure another in viola- 
| tion of the rules of evidence, and of the privi- 
| leges of the members of this House. If you did 
not think then that it was a violation of right, 
how and why have you ghanged your opinions 
since? The powers of the House and the priv- 
ileges and rights of its members were then thor- 
oughly discussed; yet you were not convinced. 
What has happened since to produce a revo- 
lution in your views? In that case there was 
less Aha viven to the members arraigned, 
than in this. ‘lhe committee had exac tly the 
same power, and the witnesses were examined in 
prec ise ly the same way. The only distinction 
you can draw is this: that the one was a case of 
assault aud battery, and the other one of steal- 
| ing. You must say that the Constitution and the 
privileges of the House avenge a whipping, but 
protect theft. Can it be that a member of this 
| House will say that that man deserves our ten- 
| derest solicitode and watchfulness whose charac- 
ter 1s stained with the charge of intrigue and base 
corruption ? 
3ut 1 will not stop here. I mean to press still 
| further those gentlemen who suddenly have be- 
come so tenderly alive, who are now so squeam- 
ishly sensitive to the privileges of this House, 
| and to the integrity of the ri; ehts of members; yes, 
I propose to press those gentlemen one step ‘tur- 
ther. Not only was there no other name than 
that of my coll ague in the resolution as it was 
| adopte od not only had my name, and that of my 
friend from Virginia, (Mr. Epmun NDSON 5] been 
stricken out, but the committee in their report 
; said that the ouly testimony which had ever been 


! 
i 


intimation, however, which I had that a resolu- || submitted, showing in the slightest degree any 


> 





+ 


ee ee ren eee oe 
ene - — 


eta ies eae anal 


See 


so 


iy 





894 


implication, or connivance, or foreknowledge of 


- - ee — 


my friend from Virginia, was his own testimony. 
They summ d him before the committee, cli- 
cited his testimony, against my colleague, (Mr 
Bro and never said a word to him that his 
te my affected himself; never informed him 
t! I n iL to propose a re solution of cen- 


thim; never asked him to explain or 

nrodify his testimony; and nevertold him that he 

might bring witnesses before them. No; they 

gave him no information whatever that he wasim 
- 1 

plicated. Their resolution of censure, 


here, gave him the first warning that the co 
mittee were striking athim, ‘This case certainly 
18 @ strong and pregnant one. 


~ extraordinary circumstances, the 


Under the 

cominittee reported a resolution of censure 
against my friend from Virginia, [Mr. Eomunp- 
40N;] —a resolution founded on his own testimony; 
with no knowledge that such resolution was to 
be brought into the House; with no intimation 
that his testimony was regarded as implicating 


himself in the slightest; and now, let us see 


whe ther 
the privileges of the members of this 


the right of « ich one 


these gentlemen were so keenly alive to 

body , and 
whose character may be 
Impea hed, to cross-examine witne sses al the bar 
Llere, the member was not al- 


iy a word, even in the committee room: 


of the -louse. 
ke wed to st 
I find that on this resolution against Henry A. 
Epmunpsonx, under the circumstances which l 
have just Stat d——— 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. Will the gent 
man from South Carolina allow me to remind 
of the fact that the committee subsequent! y—— 

Mr. KEITT. Lam not touching the commit- 
tee at all. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. That it was on 
mn of the committee itself that the 
tlenry A. Epmonpson was stricken 


the proposiu 


hame of 


oul-—— 

Mr. KEITT.. Lam only showing who voted 
against striking out; but fam very much obliged 
to my friend from Ohio for calling my atteiution 
toa material point. And thus it seems that the 
chairman of the committee who had reported this 


resolution against Mr. Epmunpson, seeing that 
ircumstances it would be a wrong and 
adopt it, asks to be allowed to with- 


him. Ye 3, Sir t! 


’ 


under thi 
an oulrage t 
draw the 1 
very chairman of that committee, feeling that this 
resolution is a violation of th« plain rights of the 
humblest ciuzen, as well 
the privileges of a member of this body, asks to 
be allowed to withdraw the resolution of censure 
against Mr. Epmunpson; and under a 
cumstances, and under the accumulated and em- 
phatic action of the committee, let us see how 
some of these gentlemen, who are now 
tive, voted? The case is still stronger. The res- 
oluuions of censure against Mr. Enmunpsown and 
myscif were separated, and a separate vote was 
taken on each. ‘They were separated because 
the sense of justice ofthe House shrunk instinct- 
ively from the outrage against Mr. Epmunpson. 
Under these circumstances, the vote was taken 
on the resolution against Mr. Epmonpson; and 
I will read the names of those who voted for it. 
Those who voted to censure Mr. Epmunpson, 
were; 


soiution 
as a fross invasion of 
o 
W 
i 


these cir- 


> Sensi- 


* Messrs. Albright, Allison, Barbour, Billinghurst, Bing- | 


ham, Bliss, Bradshaw, Brenton, Buflinton, Burlingame, 


Chaffee, Ezra Clark, Chiwson, Colfax, Comins, Cragin, |! 
Cumback, Damrell, Timothy Davis, Dick, Dodd, Emrie, || 


Giddings, Gilbert, Granger, Robert B. Hall, Harlan, Hol- 
loway, Howard, Kelsey, Knapp, Knowlton, Matteson, 
Morgan, Morrill, Mott, Pennington, Perry, Pettit, Pike, 
Purviance, Robbins, Roberts, Sapp, Scott, Spinner, Stran- 
ahan, Tappan, Thorington, Tratton, Wade, Walbridge, 
Waldron, Cadwalader C. Washburne, Weici:, and Weills.”’ 


Sixty ofthem. And yet, sir, some of these gen- 
tlemen tell us that we are violating parliamentary 
privileges, that we are invading the sacred rights 


of a member of this House; ay, that we are laying | 


our hands on the holy of holies. Sir, I put the 
question back again: Did you not vote for this res- 
olution under the circumstances I have detailed ? 
And how can you now cry outabouta violation of 
rights? Youcannotanswer that you will graduate 
your rules of evidence according to the character 
of the offense. If you did, you are cut off from 
this plea in the first instance, because you gave 
your votes against my colleague (Mr. Brooks) 


pont * { oO 
i; against evidences 


|| vote of the 
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{! 


no richt to-violate parliamentary rules: you have 
no rizht to ies le the privil res of this Hot se: 
you have no rizht to trample down,in yourmareh; 
the eit nn ofitiaarnnhiitee hacthen Careahtl 
stitu notthe country, decause, forsootn, 


‘ e charged 1s of buta minor character 
and a lesser grade. Sir, so fi res the pr leges 
of this Hlouse go—so far as the constituttor ro- 
tection thrown by that instrument around a mem- 
ber i th Tlou e rocs, I have as muchr rhi to 
its rite ty and ftr'! 3 lo a eli il otiene 3 
for a large on You have no more to via- 
les of evidence and of the ¢ ition, 
when itis a resolution for censvre or di ro 
bation, than you have when it wasa resolution for 
e) ulsshe I} fullness of arliamentary pro- 
t rn, t interrity of constitutional euarante 8, 
are as Complete tu small matters as in the gravest. 


. ou h ive nom 


» right to trifle with your oaths 
in one particular 


than in another; and if you voted, 


lated your oaths as much as if you had voted for 
his expulsion. 

It will not do to tell me tha 
demanded that the witnesses s 
to the bar of the House to 
presence, 
tional right, and that evidence taken otherwise is 
not co npetent If this be so, there could be no 
waiver by Mr. Enomunvson or myself. No waiver 


t it was not then 
' ? 
examined in 
You say now that this is a constitu- 


can make that evidence, which by the law is not 
eviden You boast that you sit here asacourt, 
that you are ail judges What would you think 


of a judge who allowed statements to be made, 
which were not in the eye of-the law evidence, 
and upr convicted any one of 

: and after conviction and execu- 


a grave 
I new thatthe evidence 


in those statements 
offense 
tion, should say that he 
was illegal, and if 


would have ruled it out? OF t 


hat judge you 


ti 
would say that he was base and infamous, and | 


you would pursue him with burning execrations. 


And what other than this would you do, if you || 


say that the testimony taken before the commit- 
tee is not legal evidence? If the report of the 
committee is only the finding of a grand jury to 
repare the way for a trial at the bar of the 
Fieashy then you were false to your duty, and 
reckless of the priviies 


summer, upon the report of a conmymittee organ- 
i i 


is now before us, and with its course of proce- 
dure the same, you voted to expel one member 
and to censure another. 

Is one set-of rules to. be administered to-day, 


aud another set to-morrow? 


another? 

lifted up to punish one man whocireulates slander, 
and to protect another who commits corruption 
and public robbery? Is the other side of the 
Chamber to resound with a chorus of clamors for 


| to warble out low wailings of hypocritical solici- 
tude for constitutional rights and official privi- 
leges on behalf of those who stain the current of 
legislation, and glut their greed with stolen gains? 

Sir, I said [ would not discuss the testimony, 
,andI willnot. Ihave founded the remarks which 
I have made upon the charge of the committee, 
and the evident design of some members upon 
this floor to screen ‘the accused from trial. Let 
the mode of procedure adopted last summer apply 
now. Let not corruption be the only thing pro- 
tected by this House and by the Constitution. 
The character of the country, the honor of this 
body, and the usefulness of its members, requirea 
prompt administration of justice. Let the House 
meet this question openly, and not shirk it by 
sneaking evasions. That party which hugs cor- 
ruption, and protects its impure members, ought 
to perish, and will perish, under the consumin 
curses of an incensed, a betrayed, and an insulte 

eople. 

Mr. COLFAX. The gentleman from Georgia, 
{[Mr. Warner, ] one of the members of this com- 
mittee, assumed in his argument, if I understood 
it correctly, that the evidence as reported by the 
| committee was of a character sufficient of itself, 
without any further trial, to justify an affirmative 

Louss on the resolution for expulsion. 
| As I happen to be one of the members of the 


on precisely such a showing as that made oo || House who differ from the committee in their 


committee in the case before us. But you 


ave || conclusion on that evidence, and as the Speaker 


already in the remarks of 


a minute 


and right, to censure Mr. Ep- | 
MUNDSON, you have stained your honor and vio- | 


jould be brought 


the point had been made he ! 


es of the House, when, last | 


| tation of intentional injustice on the part of t! 


Is the Constitution | 
to be construed to punish one man, and to sereen | 
Is the heavy arm of this House to be | 


blood, when an assault is committed? and is it | 
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has decided that the debate on the pending ; 
may take a wide range, as we have 


; 


iol 


. " > 
the Renresentatix 


South Carolina; | Mr. Keirr,}) whe has Vive) 
history of the pro 
5 ' 


; 
} 
i 
“A 


edings in a 


case, long sinee decided, [ desire briefly to 


why I think it necessary that there should be. 
justice to the accused,a public trial at the bar , 
or else the re port re committed to t 
for further examination. 
{ take the ground, that en the evidence ag s 
mitted by the two witnesses, without taking j 


'T 
tne 110Uuse, 


committer 


account anyt&ing of the impeachment of the y 


ness Sweeney, by those respectable citizens of 
county who know him well, and who swear tha: 
they would not believe him under oath, I am com. 
pelled to say,after a cool, impartial examin 
analysis, and comparison of this testimony of 
Sweeney and Triplett, that itis inconelusive, con. 
flicting, and antagonistical, and that it actually 
destroys itself. The gentleman from Maryland, 
{| Mr. Davis,] distinguished, able, and acute as 
he is, declared in his report—which has gone all 
over the land on the wings of the press, creating 
an adverse public opinion on this subject—that 
these two witnesses were examined separately, 
immediately following each other, and without 
their having any chance ofconsultation. He also 
adds, that if both witnesses were unworthy of 
belief, sueh a concurrence of testimony, in the 
absence of all collusion, would of itself prove the 
truth of the testimony, and that NO COLLUSION Was 
POSSIBLE. 

But would it not have been far more correct and 
fair to have stated, in that report, which will be 
ail that nine tenths of the people will ever read 
on this case, that instead of this testimony being 
taken on one day—in which case his argument 
that collusion was impossible would have had 
some weight—the testimony elicited from these 
two witnesses was taken on six different examin- 
ations, and on fowr different days? Nay, more, 
that their testimony on Monday opens with a 
statement from each of them, that their answers 
on the previous Friday were not correct, and that 
they then both proceeded to give material evi- 


idence, the knowledge of which, it was understood 


by the committee, they had denied: on their first 
examination. Would itnothave been more just, 





; ; then, to have said that there were six different 
ized in the same way with the one whose report || examinations, and ample time for the two wit- 
| nesses to confer together in the interval between 


/each? I wish to disavow, in advance, any impu- 


l 


oo 


19 


committee. I do not think they intended to wro: 
anyone. Butmy examination of their procedur 
in this case leads me to the conviction that, in 
their zeal to purge this Hall of wrong-doers, they 


| have been insensibly converted into prosecutors 


instead of judges; and that having adopted a 


| theory of individual guilt, they have sought rather 
| for evidence to confirm it, than for that which 


might have explained it away, and preserved the 
character of the implicated member unharmed. 
Mr. Speaker, I desire to draw the attention of 
the House to some most remarkable discrepancies 
between these various examinations, and between 
the stories of the witnesses themselves. Sweeney 
is first brought before the committee on Friday, 
January 16. Instead of being a reluctant witness, 
as assumed by the committee, he swears with 
an apparent appetite. On the very first page of his 
testimony, and in answer to the first question 00 
the subject, he replies that he knows of congres- 
sional corruption; knows it from ‘hearsay, ané 


also of hisown knowledge; that a member agreed 


to get Triplett’s book project through fhe House 
for a certain amount of money; and he exhibited 
to the committee an order in his possession for 
$14,500, signed by Triplett, not in favor of any 
member, but in favor of Sweeney himself. The 
very first question put by the committee as to the 
name of the corrupt member, elicits, after an 10- 
wy. whether he was bound to answer, the name 
of Hon, WituiaM A. Gitsert; and nearly all the 
remainder of his testimony on that day is devoted 
to giving his version of this alleged contract, which 
he declares was made between Triplett and Gi! 
bert in his presence. I desire to examine 13 
details more closely than the committee seem 10 


| have done. 


On page 57, Sweeney proceeds to unfold this 
corrupt bargain. He states: 
“ As near as I can remember, Triplett proposed that if 
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* 
the book was taken at $1 35 per copy, he would give $7,500 ; 
‘+ @}) 40, he would increase $500 ; and so on at the same 
+e up to $1 50 per copy. 
vh this writing; and there is a conflict of opinion in rela- 

to it elsewhere.”? 

The committee, however, never did inquire 
what was meant by this ‘‘ elsewhere conflict of 
opinion.” . 

‘He goes on to add that it was a graduated-scale 
contract—that it commenced at $1 35 and $7,500 


Beyond that, it seems to conflict | 


THE 


| 


| the whole circumstances, I cannot be precisely | 
It is singular indeed; but | 


ynus, or $1 40 and $8,000—and that it was the | 


expectation that the book would go in at $1 50 
ner copy. But, as he says that the increase was 
to be ** $500 for every five cents per copy beyond 
¢] 35,”’ and as this would not make $14,500, he 
adds still another appendix to the graduated seale, 
as follows: 

“| think he was to pay at the rate I have stated, and then 


one or two thousand dollars in addition, if it went in as 
as $1 50.”? 








uga 

Even this, however, would only make it ten or 
eleven thousand dollars at the highest; and I desire 
members to notice that the House must have been 
expected to purchase an enormous number of 
copies, when this corruption order gave away the 
entire price of ten thousand of them ! 

Now, turn to the testimony of Triplett on the 
first examination, the same day that Sweeney first 
testifies, and I defy any member to find anything 
ih it, hinting directly or indirectly, in the slightest 








possible?’’ Triplett also adds: “* Although it may 
seem singular to you that I should not recollect 


accurate about it.’’ 
although most of us would be apt to remember 
the details of a $14,500 transaction as recent as 
this one, [ shall make no further comment on 
this lack of recollection. 

But in this second examination of Triplett, he 
gave the committee an opportunity inadvertently 


to test his veracity and recollection in contrast | 


with Gilbert’s. He says, (page 71,) “* At our first | 
when the member was introduced | 


conversation, 
to me, he [Sweeney] was not present.’? Gilbert, in 
his sworn reply, avers (s¢ 
asked to be allowed to introduce Triplett to him; 
that he consented, and that Sweeney did introduce 
them. 
tled, the result of which would 
the one or the other. 
Sweeney was not present at the first introduction, 


* ~~ 
|and Gilbert says he was, why was not Triplett 


or remotest degree, to any graduated scale what- | 


ever. He does not allude tosany such thing. On 
the contrary, the testimony excludes the suppo- 
sition that there could have been sych a scale. 
He says, (see p. 67:) 

‘The proposal came to me in aboutthisway. He asked 
me for what amount [ could afford to publish the book. I 
made a calculation, and stated what amount would satisfy 
me for the publication of it. [think he said he thought the 


tung could be got through for a better price than I had | 


named. 

‘* By Mr. Orr.—Do you remember what that was? 

“* Witness. —I1 could notstate with certainty.”?> * * * “Tf 
told him that I was wiiling to take a certain sum for my book. 
{ think, perhaps, it was #1 40 per copy; and thatif it was put 
in at a higher price, I did not care what became of the bal- 
ance of it. Prior to the close of the last session of Con- 
gress, I gave to a third man—not a member of Congress at 
all, a man outside, an order for a certain amount of money, 
predicated upon the supposition thatif the resolution passed 
purchasing the book, this money was to be paid out of that 
appropriation. 
receive it. 





I did not care to inquire what became of it.”’ 


You look in vain in this testimony for any al- 
lusion to the sliding-scale arrangement, and no 
intelligent observer can fail to notice the follow- 
ing material discrepancies with Sweeney’s testi- 
nony: , 


I did not care about inquiring who was to || 


1. They differ $8,000 at the outset-—Sweeney | 


saying that that much was to be paid: out of the 
proceeds, if the book was taken at $1 40, and 
Triplett swearing that his offer was that he was to 
have $1 40 per copy, and give away the overplus. 

2. Sweeney testifies toa large quantity of figures 
in connection with this sliding scale, but Triplett 
testifies that his figuring was to ascertain the cost 
of publicauon. 

3. Although Triplett says ‘* the proposal came 
tome in about this way,’ yet, if you except a 
natural suggestion by Gilbert that the book 
might be got through at a better price than the 
bare cost of publication, Triplett’s own testimony 
showed that the proffer of the surplus came from 
him to Gilbert, not from Gilbert to him. And he 
does not testify that Gilbert assented to it; but 
on the contrary, on page 69, swears distinctly 


that he did not understand he, Gilbert, was to have | 


this surplus, and never even inquired whether he 
was to have a ** part,”’ or indeed “ any” of it. 

4. He does not allude to any ‘one or two 
thousand dollars in addition, if it went in as high 
as $1 50.” 

Five pages of the report are covered with Trip- 
lett’s testimony on this first day’s examination, 
without a word passing his lips in regard to a 
graduated scale. But the next day (and it is fair 
to presume that during the interval two persons, 


as closely allied as the giver and receiver of the | 


$14,500 order, may have met and conversed) he 
appears again, ** and, by the permission of the 
committee, made the following statement, in ex- 


planation of the testimony given by him yester- 


day.”” And now he says, ‘I think there was 
something said about a graduated scale.’? Wh 

did not the committee learn from him whether he 
had met and conversed with Sweeney since both 
had testified the previous day, before they assume, 
as they do in their report, that ‘* no collusion was 


asked who did introduce them, and if he gave the 
name of any one who on examination should deny 
it, Gilbert’s truthfulness would be affirmed, and 
Triplett*’s evidence sadly impaired. Surely if the 
committee had regarded the honor of a fellow- 
member with as watchful care as they did the 
character of a witness under impeachment before 
them, they could not have failed to insist that this 


e page 79) thatSweeney | 
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It appears, therefore, that not only was there a 
$14,500 contract, in which, on its face, Triplett 
and Sweeney were the only parties, but in which 
they endeavor to implicate Gilbert, by first tes- 
tifying to their own guilt, and then seeking to 


' connect him with it, but there was another pecu- 
|miary contract between Triplett and Sweeney 


besides, depending on the success of this work. 


| In any court of justice in the land, the full partic- 


ulars of that arrangement also would have been 
soucht for, bearing, as it does, on the animus ot" 
the parties. But the committee, apparently (as I 
regret to say) so willing for testimony against 
their fellow-members, that they ask leading ques- 
tions by the page of witnesses against them, 
which would not be allowed in the trial of the 


|| vilest murderer or the paltriest sheep thief, even 


Here is a conflict ona pant easily set- | 
1ave discredited | 
As Triplett declares that | 


discrepancy should be settled, even if it inured | 


in favor of the gentleman from New York. The 
explanation of Mr. Gilbert under oath, of this 
transaction, is so natural and apparently truthful, 
that I quote it in full from page 79 of the report: 

me During the first session I was informed by Mr. Swee ney 
that an efiort was being made by a Mr. Bennett, who had 
published a book on the pension and bounty land laws, to 
procure the passage of a resolution by the House to pur 
chase his work tor distribution ; that Bennett’s book was a 
piracy of acompilation by Mr. Triplett, formerly connected 
with the Pension Office, prepared and published at the re 
quest of the Commissioner of Pensions, with great labor 


and expense ; that it would be an outrage to encourage such | 


a fraud; that Triplett’s book was the best arranged and 
most compact, and could be afforded for a less price than 
thatasked by Bennett ; that Triplett had tried several times, 
but had pretty much given up the effort to get a resolution 
through tor his book, but was bent on defeating Bennett, and 
asked if I would ailow him to introduce Triplett tome? I 
consented, and subsequently he introduced Mr. Triplett to me. 

talked with him about his book, 
as compared with that of Bennett’s, and having examined 
and heard the history of the two books, told Him L thought 
his work a valuable one for distribution, and that under the 
circumstances of its compilation it ought to be adopted in 
preference to Bennett’s. He stated,if necessary to defeat 
Bennett, he would be willing to put his book in at cost, or 
even less than cust. I replied that if the book was adopted, 
it should be ata fair remunerative price; and asked Kim 
what he could furnish the work for? He atterwards in 
formed me what he could furnish it for, and said he did not 
care what became of any exeess. [I do not know what 
Sweenev may have told bim of my views or purposes, nor 





what inference he (Triplett) may have drawn in regard to | 
them, from what Sweeney may have told him, and from | 


the circumstances as they were presented to his mind. No 
agreement was made with me hy Mr. Triplett, Sweeney, or 


any other person, whereby I was to have, or did expect to have, 


any benefit from the passage of the resolution. I never knew | 


of, or had the remotest idea of, the existence of the 


writing 
or order until afier it was produced before the committee. * 


And, sir, much of this is corroborated by Trip- 
lett’s evidence also. He states distinctly, on page 


68, that he gave the order on Sweeney’s request | 


alone; that Gilbert had never asked to have any 


such paper; that there was no distinct under- | 


standing between them as to the appropriation 


of this money; that it was his impression Sweeney | 


got the order for Gilbert, though the member 
never told him so; that Sweeney came to him origin- 
ally upon the subject, (page 69,) and knew all 
about the matter from the first; that he supposed 
Sweeney was the friend of Gilbert, and that if he 
yaid him it would be satisfactory; that, in fact, 
he never inquired what part Gilbert was to have, 
or whether he was to have any. 

How Sweeney came to be so zealous on the 
subject, is easily seen from his own testimony, 
though the committee fail to ask him for partic- 
ulars, which would have thrown a flpod of light 
over the whole affair. On page 65, the concluding 


| sentence of his first day’s examination is: 


| 


i 


‘In no other way than that have [ had any interest 


except what was between the author and myself.”? 


And previously he alluded to this additional 
contract still more directly. On page 60 he says, 
with an ascending scale of recollection: 

* If the resolution had gone through, I suppose THE AUTHOR 


would have compensated me. l lad an expectation of that 
sort; and, in FACT, I had a promise of the sort,” 


nd its priee, particularly | 








when the accused parties were present, do not ask 
a single question as to the details of this eddi- 


| tional contract between these confessedly guilty 


parties. Itis left with allits mystery unexposec¢ 

and the inference in favor of the truth of GiJbert’s 
defense—which would have been drawn by all, 
if it had appeared, on probing this contract, that 
Sweeney was to be paid for endeavoring to im- 
press members whom he knew with the superior 
value of Triplett’s book over Bennett’s, and the 
benefit they would render their constituents by 
subscribing for it—is all estopped by the failure 
of the committee to make any inquiry whatever 
about it. I can only say that, as the written 


| contract of $14,500 would require the entire pur- 


chase-money of ten thousand copies to pay it, and 
as Sweeney had ‘a promise”’ of an unknown 


| sum, in addition, and as the printer, paper-maker, 


and book-binder, would expect to be paid out of 
the appropriation, an enormous order by Congress 
must have been in contemplation, even to remune- 
rate the author for his actual cash outlays, without 
calculating any profit for himself! 

Another most remarkable development in this 


testimony is, that NEITHER witness, on the first day’s 


| in his favor on this trial. 


examination, (which filled ten pages for Sweeney, 
and five for Triplett,) remembered Hon..Mr.Wexcu, 
of Connecticut, as having anything to do with con- 
gressional corruption; and if their testimony had 
closed there, he would have been, as an intimate 
acquaintance of Gilbert, a most valuable witness 
But, by @ strange coin- 
cidence, after the time from Friday to Monday had 
elapsed, both Sweeney and Triplett come for- 
ward, and are each ** permitted to make the fol- 
lowing explanation,’’ each declaring that their 
previous answers were not exactly correct, and 
each now implicating Welch as a partner in cor- 
ruption—Sweeney narrating a highly improbable 
story, to which I shall refer hereafter, of Welch’s 
suggesting to him a desire for fifty dollars to re- 
port a private bill which Sweeney favored, though, 
on page 63, the previous day, he had sworn that 
no member had indicated or intimated any such 
thing to him—and Triplett connecting Welch with 
his book contract. 

I pass over Sweeney’s credibility with but little 
remark, for I think the impeachment of his char- 
acter very strong. Although he was allowed to 
be present to cross-examine witnesses who im- 
peached him, while the peer and fellow-member 
of these committee-men was excluded from their 
room, while the evidence to blast his character 
was being taken; although the committee ruled 
down the examination of witnesses impeaching 
Sweeney, to the strict legal questions, (see pages 
Si and 84,) refusing even gp allow a witness to 
speak of ** a single circumstance’”’ affecting Swee- 
ney’s credibility, while the same member who 
objects there, himself asks witnesses against Gil- 
bert ** leading questions’? by the score, and on 
pages 57, 69, and 73, seeks to elicit the witness’s 


| **impressions’’ instead of actual facts; although, on 


page 89, the committee furnish their ablest lawyer, 
the gentleman from Maryland, as a cross-ques- 


| tioner for Sweeney, but have no such proffer to 


the Representative from New York when his 
character is in review before them; although the 


| committee seek to elicit testimony against their 


fellow-member, (see page 60,) by telling a witness 
that ** it is due to other witnesses that their testi- 
mony should be corroborated,’’ while they have 
no such suggestions to make when the character 
of a witness, who himself acknowledges a guilty 
participation ina corrupt contract, is being exam- 
ined into,—yet, in spite of all this, it seems to me, 
that the positive testimony of five prominent and 
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influential citizens of his home against his vera- || (see above,) I must be allowed to consider these || 
city is sadly damaging. ‘True, he produces some recollections as extraordinary ones. 

who regard his character as good; but the Irish- || _ I return to Sweeney, the double contractor with 
man who, when three witnesses swore they saw || Triplett. He indicates in his tesumony three 
him steal a pig, offered to outweigh it by the tes- || times that there was ‘‘some misunderstanding”’ 
timony of a dozen who did not see any such || about this $14,500 contract; but our committee 
thing, found that his character was not thereby || did not seem to think it worth while to inquire 
restored in the eyes of his jury. I dismiss the | into the fact as to who misunderstood it, and in 
question of his veracity by remarking that he was | what particulars there was any conflict about it. 
appointed a messenger of the House, by the Door- |, Before he shows the paper, he says, (page 56:) 
keeper, at the organization of this Congress, on “ But there was some misunderstanding, as I understaud, 
Gilbert’s recommendation; that on the 30th of as to whom the money Was to be paid.’’ 

December last, he was removed; that nothing 
could be more natural than that he should suppose 
a member who could procure his appointment | 

could have als» prevented his removal; that Mr, || 88 I suppose there will be conflicting testimony upon it, f 
Cole, the chief clerk of the Pension Office, under | would like to have the question postponed for the present. 
whom Sweeney has acted as clerk, and who says 
he has known him for seven years, swears, on 
page 8l,as follows: - 


“The reputation he had was that of making mischief; | 
particularly when he had anything against a clerk, he ap- 
peared to be very revengeful.”” 


And that on the 16th of January, just seventeen 


On the same page, in answer to the question, 
what was to be done with the $14,500, he replies: 
| There was a misunderstanding upon that subject, and 


And as in the case of the suppressed testimony 
| read to-day from the Clerk’s desk, in which he 
declines answering where the contract was made | 
with Gilbert, and thinks there is enough evi- | 
dence to convict Gilbert already, and appeals not 
to be questioned so as to break down his testimony |! 
|| already given, which was all struck out of the 
days after his displacement from office, he testi- || evidence at his request, his request was granted. 
fies'against Mr. Gilbert. These facts,thus brought || Again, for the third time, on page 57, he says, 
together, certainly need no comment; and I make || speaking of the graduated scale: 
none; for | know nothing either way of Swee- “ Beyond that (3) 50 per copy) it seems to conflict with 
ney’s character, except what js in the printed || this writing, and there is a conflict of opinion in relation to 
record before me. Fo ELSEWHERE.” 
Triplett I know nothing about at all, except Where and with whom this conflict of opinion | 
the current rumor that he was removed from the || existed, neither Sweeney nor Triplett is asked; | 
nor is Triplett asked to answer the question which | 
Sweeney declined replying to in his suppressed 
testimony, as to the place where the corrupt bar- 
gain was entered into, {| 
But Sweeney incautiously supplies the ‘ con- 
flicting testimony’’ himself by making two asser- | 
tions in his testimony absolutely contradictory of 
| each other, and that, too,on a vital point. I give | 
| them together, (p. 57:) 
“ By Mr. Orr.—Then it was the understanding that it [the | 


the other day by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania just before me, [Mr. Grow.] Whether 
the rumor is true, or the charges, if made, justor | 
unjust, | have no knowledge whatever; but I feel 
it a duty to direct the attention of the House to 
the ascending scale of his recollection also, in 

| 





regard to Mr. Welch, which, ina court of justice, 
would have resulted in striking out his testimony 
altogether. 

oe 7 3 7? p i i i in 
ie ree St, ces vag Ady mere ey ier in | * Witness.—That was my understanding at the interview 

. ’ : }| to which I have referred.” 

reference to ** CONVERSATIONS, perchance negoti- || * 
ations, with members of Congress,’’ he remem- || 





But he, on the same day, volunteers an entirely 

. a amie to aw ilin dl  a in thee m4. 
bers only Gilbert; and on page 70, same day, in i] dicrent eee unasked, = follows,:{ p. 64:) 
answer to a request from Mr. Orr to state “ any || *[ wish to state under oath that there was no arrangp- | 


ee on . 7 }| ment between Mr. Gilbert and myseif by which ] was to 
conversation’? with ‘* any other member in which || receive anything, on BY WICH | WAS TO PAY HIM ANY- 


he came out and solicited, or demanded, or required || ‘rate, or in any way be involved in the matter.” 


| 
any pecuniary compensation,’’ he answers: And yet on testimony thus taken ez parte, eli- | 
“Thad conversations with various members, but there || cited by leading questions, altered afterwards to | 
was no other conversation, as far as 1 can recollect, where || | 
there was any such understanding. As to loose talk and | 
suggestions, | cannot undertake to answer forthem. There 
Was NOTHING APPROACHING @ contract WITH ANYBODY || 
RLSE.”’ 


suit the witness before it was sent to Gilbert, with 
the poor proffer of a cross-examination thirteen | 
days after it was given—testimony thus contradic- | 
|| tory, in which each witness contradicts himself, | 
On this second examination (Saturday) he is || and contradicts each other also, we are asked to | 
** permitied”’ to explain his previous day’s testi- | expel a member from this House! | 
mony; remembers then the graduated scale, but | know, sir, that the circulation of this report | 
does not remember Welch. On his third exam- || has prejudiced public opinion against the accused ; 
ination \ependey 2 he is ** permitted’? to explain || but I shall join in no hue and cry against a man 
still further, and now remembers another mem- || whom I sincerely believe to be unjustly assailed. 
ber; that he is satisfied, from what he told him |) I should be unworthy of the trust confided to me 
himself, (page 71,) ‘* that he expected to receive || here if, after having examined this remarkable 
something from the passage of that bill;’’ and || testimony, and analyzed it as I have before you 
though he says (page 72) that “I find myself || to-day, Mbecame convinced of the innocence of | 
unable to recollect many things that I did, not || the member charged, and yet feared to express | 
suppose I had forgotten,’’ he does remember, as || that opinion and the reasons for it openly. I will | 
he continues testifying, (page 73,) that he * fre- |! vote for the expulsion of any member who is | 
quently ’’ conversed with this other member; nay, || clearly proved to be guilty of corruption in his | 
more, that he conversed with him at least a dozen || high office, if that member was my dearest friend, 

times about the book; still more, that he, Trip- || instead of being but a bare acquaintance, as is the 

lett, sometimes sought interviews, and sometimes || gentleman from New York. 


the other side did; Mill more, as he progrésses, | not only is the charge ‘‘ not proven;’’ but that he 
** I think probably, that he asked me witat amount || is actually ‘not guilty;’"&nd I have given reasons 


had been agreed on with Gilbert;”’ still more, that || for the faith that is in me. Nay, more, strike 
** I think it very likely that told him that it was || Sweeney’s testimony from the record, and a close 
up to a certain amount,’’ &c.; still more, ** it may || inspection of Triplett’s first day’s testimony will 
be possible he told me what he expected to re- | show that it is not inconsistent with Gilbert’s 
ceive;”’ and yet, still more, ‘* I think he asked me | entire innocence, if you keep in view that Swee- 
what I could do in certain quarters; I told him that || ney had robably told him previously that Gilbert 
I could not do anything in that way.”’ And onthe || was * all right,’’ and that Triplett construed his 





fourth pasa pre a aaner page 74) he gives || kindly and_ friendly remarks into evidence of 
the name of this fmember as Dr. Welch, and ad&s || being read¥*for corruption. And Triplett, it will 


still further, ‘‘ I recollect that on one occasion || be remembered, says he never knew from Gilbert 
he asked me, in the event of their having to dis- } that he was to have a cent, or that he wanted any 
tribute more money than they had contemplated, || order such as the one he gave Sweeney, or that 
whether I would not do what was right, or some- | its proceeds were to be paid to him. 
thing of that sort.’’ At this interesting point of | he report of the committee has carried 
his disclosures, the curtain falls on Tri sett. with- || weight with the public also, against Mr, 
out the committee’s asking him what his answer || because it declares that the testimony was elicited 
was to this appeal for more money, out of this | from reluctant witnesses. But I regret to have 
apparently inexhaustible book appropriation. i to say, that as I view Sweeney’s testimony as 
ow, considering what he testified to on page 67, || printed, (and the suppressed portions read to-day 
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are even more significant,) this is not borne oy, 
by his course. Here are five distinet invi: : 
by him to the committee to alter their qu: 

so that he could furnish histestimony: Pa 

‘If your questions were propounded in a fj; 
different form, it might bring out something.”’ Ss 
page, ‘© 1f the question be propound d so that ] 
cannot avoid answering directly, I will ansiey. 
however reluctantly, 1F IT DO NOT STRIKE yo 
preeP!’’ Same page,in answer to Mr, Ri: 
‘* No, sir, not eractly.”’ Page 62, ** The questioy 
has not yet been asked fo bring out from me what | 
suppose the committee want to know.’’ Sani 
page, “IT know the a the committee aye 
driving at, but as [ understand the questions, 
answers are correct.’”’ I[f all this is not coax; 
the committee along, instead of being reluctay, F 


I do not understand the force of language. 


I have not time to allude at length to the pos. 
sibility that a failure on Gilbert’s part to offer and 
ass the book resolution, as Sweeney and Trip. 
9 evidently hoped he would, may have led t) 
this charge against him; or that, having found 
that their contract was an illegal one, the parties 
to it sought to evade punishment by inculpating 
an innocent member, who was, however, knowg 


| to be friendly to the book purchase, and against 


whom, therefore, suspicion might be the better 
invoked. Nor willl stop to allude to the voluntary 
confession Sweeney says Gilbert made to him of 
having received seven square miles of land for his 
Towa railroad vote, which is contradicted by the 
very perso® whom Sweeney says was the corrupt 
agentin that transaction,( Hon. George W.Chase,) 
but which sworn denial is not even alluded to in 
the report, which professes to sum up all the tes- 


| timony, and also asks us to vote that Gilbert did 
| sell his vote on that bill. 


Sut L cannot omit 
directing the attention of the House to the recent 
well-known conspiracy case in New York, of Liv- 
ingston vs. Moore, where three different witnesses 
testified to three different contracts made by the 
latter with them to murder the former, giving all 
the details of the conversations, his instructions 
how to kill him, &c.; which was, nevertheless, 
proved to be an utterly shameless conspiracy, al- 
though supported by the testimony of the brother 
of the accused, and the defendant consequently 
acquitted, with the universal approval of the pub- 
lic opinion of thatgreatcity. Let us beware that 
we do not unjustly strike down a fellow-member, 


‘| and send him disgraced from this Capitol, with 


his reputation, dearer to him than life, robbed 
from him by our votes, based on testimony so 
extradrdinary, conflicting, and antagonistical as 
this now before us. 

Mr. PURVIANCE, I rise to a question of 
order. 1 submit whether it is order on the pend- 
ing question to go into an examination of the 
merits of this case? 1 make the question of order 
on my oyn friend, so that the House will see | am 
only governed by proper motives, 

he SPEAKER, The debate must be limited 
to the motion to recommit with instructions, if 
the point of order be insisted on. 

Mr. DAVIS, of Maryland. I ask the gentle- 
man to let me interrupt him at this point. I think 
the friends of the gentleman against whom the 


| report has been made are doing hir unintertion- 


ally great injustice if they desire—and I believe 
they do—to meet directly the charges made 
againsthim. I therefore suggest to my friend, 8s 


to come to a vote on the motion to recommit with 


instructions. Then, when that shall have been 


ut I do believe that the friend of the parties accused , to allow the House 
\| 


| decided—and | do not desire to say owe word 02 
| 


it—the question will be on the adoption of the 
amendment maved by the gentleman from Pen)- 
sylvania, and after that, on the passage of the 
resolutions. When that shall be done, the whole 
merits of the ease will be before the House. If 
the House shall resolve not to cal] witnesses 
anew, then the question for the House to decid? 
will be, whether there is enough in this record 
| evidence to justify the phones of the first reso 
lution. If there be not evidence enough to adopt 
the resolution, then the second resolution falls of 
| itself, and the gentlemen stand as they are entitled 


ater || to stand, by a deliberate and open vote of the! 
ilbert, || peers, free from every imputation. 


If -* 
evidence enough to carry the resolution, then 
House should insist on their expulsion. ! 2° 
the gentleman to let a vote be had by comme! 
consent on the pending resolution. 








